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AIR WAR COLLEGE RESEARCH REPORT ABSTRACT

TITLE: Air Intelligence and the Search For The Center of

Gravity

AUTHOR: Charles N. Culbertson, Lieutenant Colonel, USAF

Carl Von Clausewitz, the great military strategist,

suggests that the most important strategic task is definition

of an enemy's center of gravity for attack. United States

Air Force war planners have generally established reasonable

broad center of gravity objectives for air attack. However,

historically, USAF Air intelligence has not been su:cessful

in tracing these broad objectives to a precise center of

gravity for decisive air attack. This failure was caused by

the lack of a coherent air intelligence doctrine which in

turn led to the institutionalization of a flawed

organizational architecture and poor personnel and training

policies. This paper provides an exhaustive review of these

difficulties and offers a point of departure for

establishment of a coherent doctrine to rectify this

historical problem.
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CHAPTER I -- INTRODUCTION

The great military strategist, Carl Von Clausewitz in

his landmark study On War says the first task "in planning

for war is to identify the enemy's centers of gravity and if

p~zsible trace them back to a single one."(1:619) America's

Air Forces have been notably unsuccessful in accomplishing

this first task of warfare. As a consequence in World War II

(WWII), Korea and Vietnam air power failed to live up to its

tremendous technological promise.

The Air Force has developed most of the necessary

ingredients for success; a coherent air power doctrine, a

concomitant broad air strategy in each war it has fought, an'd

the mightest air armadas ever assembled; capable of striking

with terrible power on pinpoint locations. But the lack of a

"tracing mechanism" -- a robust air intelligence system -- to

find the enemy's center of gravity has prevented the Air

Force from honing it's air strategy to a fine point. As a

result it has not decisively aimed it's tremendous striking

power at lucrative targets in the enemy's center of gravity.

Today the United States Air Force (USAF) is easily

the strongest in the world. However without an equally

capable air intelligence system it isn't likely to fare any

better than its predecessors in attacking potential enemy

centers of gravity. This paper will examine the three root
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causes of the air intelligence failure.

I.. LACK OF A COHERENT ORGANIZATIONAL ARCHITECTURE

2. FLAWED PERSONNEL AND TRAINING POLICIES

3. LACK OF A COHERENT DOCTRINE

This examination will be conducted within the

historical context of WWII, the Postwar period, Korea and

Viet Nam. Particular attention will be paid to WWII since

(sadly) the conditions created in that war still exist to a

large extent. The paper will conclude with a doctrinal

prescription for fixing long standing air intelligence

problems in light of the challenges it faces today.
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CHAPTER I NOTES

1. Von Clausewitz, Carli. On War. Princeton: Princeton

Lniverstiy Press. 1976
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CHAPTER II -- THE AIR INTELLIGENCE EXPERIENCE IN WORLD WAR II

In 1943/44 the United States Army Air Force's (AAF)

in Europe were akin to a sleek young heavyweight fighter

tightly muscled, confident, and growing in strength with

every round. The AAF's opponent, the German Air Force and

it's supporting war economy, on the other hand, grew weary

with each ensuing American blow, but it still had the

potential to land devastating, possibly fatal counter

punches. The mighty young American continued to pound the

German foe for round after round with precision blows, first

concentrating on it's ballbearing industry, then it's

transportation network, remarkably nqver attempting to land a

blow on its vulnerable glass jaw -- oil. The American~s

couldn't find this key Vulnerability in the Germany's

military-industrial system because it had no air intelligence

apparatus in place to perform the task. So it continued to

probe for a fatal chink in the German armor while dodging

several near fatal blows itself.

The failure stemmed from the -fact that the AAF, and

it's pre-World War II (WWII) predecessors - the Air Service

and the Air Corps - had not developed an air intelligence

apparatus capable of "tracing" an enemy's key Vulnerabilities

or center of gravity. Thus when the AAF faced its supreme

challenge over the skies of Europe it -Found itself incapable
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of delivering the long pr-Lmised air power knock out blow.

The Americans could not prosecute their strategy of "fatally

weakening" Germany through strategic bombardment because they

simply didn't know what Berlin's fatal center of gravity was.

In 1943 air intelligence was in its infancy. It

lacked a coherent organizational architecture, quality

personnel with the training necessary to develop center of

gravity targets, and an intelligence doctrine specifically

designed to support air power. As a consequence it wasn't

until midway in 1944 just prior to the costly and risky

Overlord invasion that the USSTAF began to strike center of

gravity targets in Germany.

THE CENTER OF GRAVITY DOCTRINE AND STRATEGY

In chapter nine of On War Von Clausewitz repeatedly

stresses the need to trace "enemy strength back to the fewest

possible sources, and ideally to one alone."(1:617) He calls

this his "first principle", his "first task", and his

"precept of all precepts."(1:6,54) Von Clausewitz leaves a

lasting impression that the determination of an enemy's

cTenter of gravity is the most important initial task of the

strategist.

Giulio Douhet, the prominent interwar air strategist,

put this concept into air power terms when he said " .... the

selection of objectives .... is the most difficult and

delicate task in aerial warfare, constituting what may be
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defined as aerial strategy."(2:50) He went so far as to say

that it is ".... in choosing enemy targets, that future

commanders of independent air forces will show their

ability." (2:60)

During the 1930's the future air commanders in the Air

Corps' primary doctrinal think tank, The Air Corps Tactical

School, at Maxwell Field, took this injunction to heart.

They developed a broad targeting concept of attacking

"bottlenecks" in the enemy's industrial base.(3:634) This

bottleneck concept meshed nicely with the technorapture the

airmen were feeling for the heavy bomber.

Center of gravity bottlenecks continued to be the focus

of the pre and intrawar plans of the Air Corps and her

overseas allies. These plans had the consistent strategic

goal of destroying the German capability to make war through

strategic bombardment of it's industrial base. AWPD-1 the

first Air Corps war plan called for " .... a sustained and

unremiting air offensive .... to destroy the will and

capability of Germany to continue the war."(4:91) AWPD-42

the second air war- plan had the objective of "...

undermining and destroying the capability and will of Germany

to wage war by destroying the war-supporting industries

.... "(4:102) Finally the 19A' Casablanca Directive outlined

an allied Combined Bomber Of risive (CBO) strategy that was

intended: "To bring about the progressive destruction and

dislocation of the German military, industrial, and economic
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system, -- to a point where their capacity for armed

resistance is fatally weakened."(4:153) Each plan followed

Clausewitz's dictum even further by narrowing down the broad

center of industrial/economic gravity to a prioritized list

of specific centers of gravity.

It is exactly at this point -- in the selection of

center of gravity bottlenecks -- that a robust air

intelligence and targeting apparatus was required to provide

a firm evidential base for determination of priorities. It

is revealing that it is at this point that AAF and allied

strategy began to falter. The first priority in all of the

plans -- the aircraft industry -- and the second priority in

AWPD-1 and the CBO plan -- submarine building yards and bases

-- are hardly decisive centers of gravity. They reflect a

defensive strategy. Even the less expedient targets on the

lists that can be construed as bottlenecks, bounced around in

order of priority on each plan, reflecting an uncertainty

about what was important. The electric power system and ball

bearings for example came and went without any solid

intelligence to either drive them up or down in priority.

The tracing and targeting process that Clausewitz and Douhet

describe as necessary for selection of a center of gravity

simply didn't appear to occur in any meaningful way.

THE FAILURE OF AIR INTELLIGENCE TO FIND THE CENTER OF GRAVITY

Albert Speer, Hitler's Minister of Armaments and

CHAPT II 7 AIR INTEL
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Production, tells us that Germany did have decisive centers

of gravity (oil being particularly susceptible) that were

vulnerable to strategic air attack -- if they (:ould have been

identified through solid air intelligence. In fact Adolf

Hitler told Speer: "In my view the fuel plants represent a

particularly sensitive point for conduct of the war, since

vital materials for the war are being manufactured in a small

number of p]ants." (7:34B) But as Speer said: " ... the

enemy has always demonstrated a lack of consistency, he

switched from target to target .... "(7:347) In a

conversation with Speer after the war General Ira Eaker, the

former commander of the 6th Air Force (8 AF was the AAF's

primary strategic striking arm in Britain) points out a major

cause for this inconsistency, "If I had had a more acccurate

(intelligence) estimate of your problem, it would have

improved our chances of accomplishing our mission."(8:161)

The United States Strategic Bombing Survey (USSBS), a

comprehensive postwar study of the effectiveness of strategic

bombardment, also tells us there were decisive centers of

gravity (oil again was stressed (5:73)). If intelligence had

been developed. But as the authors of the USSBS point out,

"The importance of careful selection of targets is emphasized

by the German Experience." They go on to say; "In the field

of strategic (air) intelligence there was an importLant need

for further and more accurate information, especially before

and during the early phases of the war. The information or
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the German economy ... was inadequate. And there was no

established machinery for coordination between military and

other governmental and private organizations." (6:112&113).

FLAWED INTELLIGENCE ARCHITECTURE IN WASHINGTON

The USSBS makes it clear that the lack of a robust air

intelligence machinery plagued the AAF for the entire war.

However, air intelligence was not an entirely new discipline

prior to the war. As early as World War I (WWI) there was a

functioning office of air intelligence with the General

Headquarters (Hq), Allied Expeditionary Forces known as (5-2,

A-7.(9:1) In fact one of A-7's key responsibilities was

targeting. For example it performed "a thorough study ... of

railway systems ... with a view of cutting off or delaying

supplies for enemy troops.(9:6)" In addition to this

interdiction study., strategic targets, such as "steel and

munitions plants" were looked at. (9:5-8)

Unfortunately this hard won targeting experience was

lost in the interwar period. It appears that while the

various air force organizations (the Air Service, Air Corps,

and AAF) instinctively understood Douhet's dictum that

targeting is the ultimate aim of air force strategy, they

forgot that coherent target development is born out of an air

intelligence organization that has made targeting its hi-ghest

priority. Instead intelligence collection and analysis

became ends in themselves rather than a means to the ultimate

CHAPT I1 9 AIR INTEL
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end of target developmen-.

Even the collection and analysis disciplines were

allowed to wane between the wars. In fact the newly formed

post-WWI Air Service didn't have an organization that had a

pure intelligence mission. Instead it had an Information

Group which basically served as a clearing house for

aeronautical information. (10:1) It was not until 1925, when

the Air Service was renamed the Air Corps, that an

Intelligence Section was created within the Information

Division.(11:1) However it was seriously understaffed. Even

by 1930 the entire Information Division consisted of only

-Four officers and 24 civilians. (12:41,46) As late as 1938

the Intelligence Section only had one officer. In a 1938

report to General "Hap" Arnold, Chief of the Air Corps, Mr

John J. Idle, an aoronautical expert reported that "Because

of a shortage of personnel the Air Corps was missing existing

opportunities for collecting air intelligence

information. " (13: 15)

In 1939 the Air Corps began to realize that it had an

air intelligence problem. An April lecture to the Air Corps

Tactical School higlighted the difficulties, "An analysis of

the national structure of a potential enemy nation" is

required.(14:1-5) The lecture indicated that the Air Corps

must consider "... measures which exist and those that must

be instituted in time of peace (of which there were only four

months left in Europe) to secure the information which will
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enable the war department to determine the proper influence

of air strategy and the specific data necessary to develop

objecLive "folders which are necessary to secure the maximum

results from targets. "(14:1-5) While this lecture clearly

placed a heavy emphasis cn the collection of data it also

raised for the +irst time in the modern Air Corps the

importance of target analysis and the creation of target

objective folders.

Four months later (then) Lieutenant Colonel Carl "Tooey"

Spaatz, Chief of the Air Corps Plans Section, picked up on

the theme of the Tactical School lecture. He wrote to

General "Hap" Arnold, Chief of the Air Corps, that sufficient

intelligence data was "not being maintained ready for issue

in the Office of the Chief of the Air Corps or

elsewhere. "(15:1)

General Arnold took Spaatz's warning to heart and (one

week before Hitler unleashed the blitz on Poland) he convened

an Air Corps board to determine the "nature, scope and form

of intelligence required for air operations."(16:1) This

board conducted the most comprehensive study of air

intelligence requirements to the date. It found that the Air

Corps needed intelligence in three broad categories; "(1)

strategic planning and revision to basic war plans (2)

technical planning for aircraft production and (3) tactics

planning and plans execution."(16:3) The board advocated

that the Air Corps establish an air intelligence organization
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responsible for supporting the Office of the Chief of the Air

I Corps. Basically the board had come to the jolting

conclusion that the new aerial weapon required a new type of

intelligence organization. (16:1-5)

The report resulted in the establishment of an

Intelligence Directorate in Hq Air Corps. It also set off a

prolonged and bitter dispute between the Army War Department

General Staff, Military intelligence Division and the Air

Corps concerning delineation of intelligence responsibility.

The dispute lasted throughout the prewar, intrawar, and even

into the postwar period. It effectively hobbled air

intelligence in its growth and had a profoundly negative

impact on the AAF search for the center of gravity.

This running battle was punctuated by repeated instances

of intraservice warfare. However, an acriminous e-change of

letters that took place near the end of the war perhaps best.

illustrates the divisive nature of the dispute. Ironically,

the fight occurred between two of the war's prominent air

intelligence leaders; Major General Clayton Bissell, the Army

Assistant Chief of Staff for Intelligence (in Army staff

parlance the G-2) and Brigadier General George C. (Mac)

McDonald, US Strategic Air Forces (LSSTAF), Director of

Intelligence ( known as the A-2 in the AAF). (Note: In early

1944 t:he USSTAF was created -to control the AAFs' in Europe,

including the primary stategic air forces; 8 AF in Britian

and 15 AF in Italy.) MacDonald was an air intelligence
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pioneer , having flown in World War I, served in aerial photo

units during the interwar period and acted as Assistant

Military Attache for Air at the American Embassy in London

just prior to WWII. (17:8) Its natural that this air

intelligence leader should chafe under the jurisdictional

leadership of Army Intelligence. Bissell was also an air

intelligence leader having served as the Hq AAF, A-2.

However in 1944 he assumed the position of Army G-2.

Despite their similar backgrounds the two men did not

see eye to eye on the G-2, A-2 relationship. In a June 1944

letLer to MacDonald, Bissell to.d him in no uncertain terms

t.) stop "raising the question of complete separation of A-2

and G-2 :unutions in Headquarters Washington such as have

been contained in several of your letters to me and it your

receni letters to General White (the recently appointed Hq

AAF, A-2)."(18:2-3) Bissell suggested to MacDonald that if

he couldn't do this that then he "address a letter to the

adjudant general, through channels, recommending

changes."(18:2) But he caveated this suggestion with the

warning that "General Marshall (the Army Chief of Staff) does

not wish to raise the issue."(18:2) Finally Bisse]l appealed

to MacDonald's loyalty and patriotism saying; "No officer in

the Army is more keenly interested in the development of the

Air Forces than I am. I stuck with General (Billy) Mitchell

through the +our hard years, including the (court marshall)

trial. (However) anything that tends to break down the

CHAPT II 13 AIR INTEL
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effective relationship (between the Army and the AAF) is not

in the best interest of the war."(18:2-3) Bissell concluded

by saying; "I need your help and cooperation and I -feel

certain that after this clear presentation of the situation

that I can depend on your cooperation. I would appreciate an

assurance that such is the case or a clean cut statement to

the contrary." (18:3)

General MacDonald's 10 July 1944 response to Bissell's

remarkable letter was neither reassuring nor clean cut. He

spent almost three full pages reassuring General Bissell of

"every cooperation."(19:1-3) But then in a complete reversal

of the tenor and tone of the main body of the letter he added

an inflamatory post script which shot to the heart of the

juridictional issue. He wrote, "The above letter (Bissel's)

was shown to Geneal (Carl) Spaatz (now the commander of the

USSTAF) who commented that there are fundamental differences

between air, ground and naval intelligence and they should be

handled by their own experts, with integration at the highest

level. In fac:t, air intelligence is a greater specialty than

naval intelligence and there is no more reason why it should

be integrated in the Army than naval intelligence should be

similarly integrated."(19:3) In other words MacDonald was

not backing off.

A point not lost on Bissell who responded on 10

September by again suggesting that MacDonald bring the matfer

Lp "through proper channels."(20:2)
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This type of sniping took place from the flag officer

level on down throughout the war. It was a constant drain on

the limited resources of air intelligence since considerable

energy had to be devoted to the bureaucratic interservice

war. But it was more than just a petty "turf" battle. 'The

A-rmy 6-2 restrictions on the A-2 did have a substantial

negative impact on the ability of air intelligence to conduct

its business. For example G-2 did not allow A-2 to

communicate directly with air attaches until December 1941 or

overseas Air Force Headquarters until October 1942. (21:1-22)

This hobbling of air intelligence affected all of its

operations throughout the war.

As if the A-2, G-2 juridictional problems weren't

negative enough there were also internecine struggles

occurring within the the air intelligence arm. When the AAF

was created in June 1941 air intelligence responsibilities

became blurred. The AAF created an A-2 which came into

direct competition with the old Intelligence Division of the

still e: istant Air Corps. The crux of the dispute was over

who controlled the staff versus operational aspects of air

intelligence. It wasn't until March 1942 (three months after

the Pearl Harbor attack) that the issue was resolved, with

the A-2 getting full responsibility -for all of air

intclligence. (22:25) However in the intervening 10 months it

was unclear who was in charge, effectively crippling air

intelligence during this critical period.
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The fragmentation of intelligence had a particuLlarly

negative impact on the most critical of intelligence

Funrictions from a strategic viewpoint; targeting. The

requirement for an organization within the air intelligence

community charged with targeting was recognized prior to the

war. Colonel Almond's lecture and Lieutenant Colonel

Spaatz's memo to General Arnold have already been mentioned.

But the chief advocate for a targeting organization appears

to have been (then) Captain Haywood Hansell.

Hansell, who was later to rise to flag rank and

significant command responsibility in both Europe and the

Pacific, was a key member of the Air Corps Intelligence

Division and one of the prime movers in development of AWPD

plans mentioned earlier. In a 1940 memo to Colonel R. C.

Candee, Chief of the Air Corps Intelligence Division, he drew

on the British wartime experience of Air Commodore John

Slessor, a key Royal Air Force (RAF) leader, in pushing for a

distinct targeting organization. Slessor informed him "We

have found ... intelligence for air planning is different

from intelligence ... for surface forces."(23:1) He also

told Hansell that the British had formed a Ministry of

Economic Warfare and an air targeting unit to guide its

studies. Slessor stressed the importance of target

intel]igence to support precision bombardment. (23:1)

Lnfortuately a targeting organization was not -formed

within -the air intelligence community or, for that matter, in
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the broader intelligence community prior to the war-. Given

the:se problems it is not sur-prising that air intelligence

failed in its first major test at identifying the center of

gravity -- providing accurate intelligence to second AAF war

plan, AWPD--42. The Joint Intelligence Committee of the Joint

Chiefs of Staff rejected the plan's target selection because

the intelligence foundation proved weak. (4:145) This

prompted General Arnold to create an air intelligence

targeting organization; the Committee of Operations Analyss

(COA), charged with industrial/ecnomic target development.

Unfortunately he placed COA under the direction of the Office

of Management Services rather than A-2. Thus further

fragmenting the intelligence and targeting responsibilities

at Air Force headquarters. (4:148) "To add to the confusion

the Army (-2 also formed a targeting organization.

In March 1943 dissatisfaction with the existing AAF

structure led to a major reorganization of the headquarters.

The A-2 office was renamed the Assistant Chief of Air Staff,

Intelligence (AC/ASI). The new office had five prinicpal

divisions: Operational Intelligence, Counter Intelligence,

Intelligence In-formation, Historical and Combat Liaison and

'Training. The Operational Intelligence Division had a Target

Information Branch. (24:42)

Eventually targeting as a discipline and a distinct

orgainizational entity became more prominent at Hq AAF. By

October 1944 there was a full time Deputy for Targets (a
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General offir:er- position) working directly for the AC/AS, I.

rhe Targeting Deputy had an ex:tensive AAF staff and also

served as the Director of the Joint Target Group (JTG), an

.iterservice, intergovernment or-ganization of some size

responsible for all aerial targeting. (25:1) Thus in the

waning months of the war- air- intelligence had apparently

risen to prominence in terms of targeting responsibility.

However this was to have little impact in Europe where the

AAF faced its sternest task and was most in need of center of

gravity information on Nazi Germany. Targets in the European

Theater, such as they were, were developed by a RAF/AAF

architecture quite independent of any substantive help or

influence by Washington.

FLAWED INTELLIGENCE ARCHITECTURE IN EUROPE

The air intelligence growing pains suffered in

Washington were mirror imaged in London and East Anglia.

Fortunately the US airmen in Europe could rely on the British

for intelligence support.(26:1-2) However this was not

entirely a blessing since it saddled the US air intelligence

with a unique set of problems which plagued it throughout the

war. British intelligence was having its own growing pains,

after proving "woefully inadequate" in 1939 at the beginning

of the war.(18:136) As late as March 1939 the Chief of the

RAF Bomber Command stated an "urgent need for an efficient

intelligence organization."(20:149) He indicated that the
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command "possessed no detailed information relating to

putential targets." (26:149) The three years of experience it

did have were in support of the area bombing campaign of the

Royal Air Force (RAF) where "ball park" intelligence was good

enough. It had no experience in providing highly crafted

intelligence to support precise daylight strikes against

centers of gravity. Subsequently it had not developed the

organizational architecture nor the intelligence sources or

methods to find the center of gravity. Since the AAF had not

developed an air intelligence capability of it's own it was

forced to adopt the flawed RAF intelligence architecture and

approach. Essentially it was totaly reliant upon the British

until late in the war when it took tentative steps to build a

more suitable organizational approach.

This organizational development process began in April

1942 (four plus months after war was declared) when the first

group of US air intelligence personnel arrived in Britian for

training.(29:1) A month later on 26 May the first air

intelligence organization ever charged with support of

daylight precision bombardment, 8 AF, A-2, was established.

(29:1-2)

In 1944 Colonel Earl Thompson, acting AC/AS,I for the

AAF,

discussed the problems associated with this effort; no

satisfactory

model existed, there was little or no information, no
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targets, no maps, and no anti-aircraft data. (30: 1--2) Lt.

Col. John McCall on a fact finding trip for General Arnold in

1943 described similar problems to which he added the Fact

that targeting was not performed in 8 AF, A-2 but in A-5

(again splitting air force targeting and intelligence) and

that there was significant "overlap ... (in) the sphere of

torget intelligence. "(31:1-150)

This overlap resulted from a rapid proliferation of US

and British targeting organizations in Britian. At its peak

there where five such organizations, each with different

institutional outlooks and vested interests. (32: 1--160)

/ This fragmentation of intelligence didn't just occur at

the pinacle (targeting) of the intelligence production cycle

but also at the input (collection) end and in the middle

(operational analysis) portion of the cycle. Instead of a

coherent organizational architecture that led to a

hierarchical processing of data each individual organization

appeared to attack its unique portion of the intelligence

production cycle with more regard for it's own organizational

interests and perspective than the overall production of an

all-source derived and customer focused intelligence and

targeting product.

This independent "functionalist" approach to

intelligence production was most pronounced at the collection

end of the cycle. With communications intelligence (COMINT)

being the most independent of the lot. The famous Ultra

CHAPT Ii 20 AIR INHEL



information (obtained from the high level breaking of German

codes), for example was often -fed directly to high level

customers without -Fusion and correlation with other sources

of information or contextual significance being given to the

data by intelligence analytical or targeting personnel. The

opportunities -for- this to occur were enhanced by the fact

that the primary theater COMINT organization at Bletchley

Parke was not an intregal part of a larger analysis or

targeting organization.

When an American intelligence unit, known as 3-US, was

created in Hut Z at Bletchley Park in 1943 its independence

from the theater targeting and analytical organizations was

also assured by "stovepiping" its subordination to the Army

Military InIelligence Service Headquarters in Washington.

rhe only 3-US link to theater customers was through hand

r)Lcked "Ultra Advisors" or "Representatives." (34:288)

These representatives obtained their information from

British Ultra field organizations known as Special Liason

Units and fed it directly, usually via briefings, to top

level staff in the various commands. (33:288-289) The

Americans picked as Ultra Advisors were the creme de la creme

of the US military intelligence services. Such notables as

William Bundy, later an editor of Foreion Affairs; Lewis

Powell, a subsequent Associate Justice of the Supreme Court;

and Alfred Friendly, a post war managing editor of the

Washi njrton Post, were among the elite who served as Ultra
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Advisors. (33:289-293) They became caught up in the "unique

spell" of Bletchley Park and in fact had a "monastic

dedication" -to the place. (33:290)

Unfortunately this sense of elitism often led to raw

intelligence being fed directly to air commanders without

analysis by personnel of the larger air intelligence

organization, many of whom weren't even cleared for

Ultra.(34:4) As one AAF intelligence analyst said: "If

intelligence from certain sources or intelligence derived by

certain methods (ie; Ultra) is considered supersecret and

superior to the general run of intelligence, it tends to

penetrate upward to command levels immediately without

passing through the machinery of shirt sleeve intelligence

analysis. Intelligence items of this character can be

falsely interpreted and wrongly evaluated by commanders and

hiyn-.-anking staff officers who do not themselves possess the

necessary background possessed by the whole intelligence

staff as a unit."(35:22)

Another problem was that finished intelligence which did

not have Ultra as one of its sources was often held in low

regard by senior commanders because of the seductive nature

of the COMINT source. (34:4) This had a particularly negative

impact on air intelligence targeting recommendations since

throughout the war "Ultra played little part" in developing

target systems. (34:2-10)

Photographic intelligence (PHOTINT) was a much more
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valuable source in target development than Ultra. It also

had the added advantage of being closely associated with the

AAF since Ot was generally shot -from aircraft. Consequently

PHOlINT proved to be "the most important single" source of

target information for 3 AF. (35:44)

The most important PHOTINT organization in Europe was

the Anglo-American Allied Central Inter-pretation Unit (ACIU)

at Medmenham in East Anglia. Unfortuately, however this

organization was also to become a source unto itself. As one

report said; it was "not merely a photo interpretation agency

but a photo intelligence agency."(35:44) Understandable

since the the Medmenham operation like the one at Bletchey

Park was not an integral part of an overall intelligence and

targeting apparatus. This separation of PHOTINT from the

larger European intelligence community was enforced by the

Director of ACIU. He made a "strenuous effort ... to make

cummitnrcation very difficult between photo interpreters under

his comand and the analysts of other intelligence agencies

using other sources of information."(35:24) It was his view

"that the iiterp.-eters should be kept free from contamination

by other inLetligence information, less such information bias

their interpretation. "(35 : 24)

Photos were also a seductive form of information for

high level commanders, not because they could relate the

enemy-s conversations, like Ultra, but because they could

illustrate graphically what the enemy looked like.
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Commanders felt like they could become their "own

intelligence analysts."(36.2) The PHOTINT "true believers,"

much like the COMINT gurus, felt photograhy "stood alone ...

in isolation" of other forms of intelligence. (36:3)

This concious "isolation" of independent functional

collection fiefdoms, with their own myopic annlytical

infrastructures led to problems. Carl Kaysen (a WWII air

intelligence Captain and today a prominent Harvard economist

and former senior member of the Kennedy and Johnson

administrations) points out the pitfalls of this method o-f

operations in a formerly classified 1949 Rand study:

"One example of this difficulty (of functionalism) can be
given from 1411 experience. On New Years Pay, 1945, the
Germans made a highly successful attack on the aircraft of
the Allied Tactical air Forces parked. on the Belgian air
fields. Looking back, the 12th Army Group Headquarters
Intelligence Staff realized that it had in its hands a

warning that this attack was coming. Unfortunately, the
warning was divided into two different parts, coming from two

different (lunctional) sources of intelligence which were
handled by two different (functional) parts of the
intelligence section of the headquarters. The first part o
the warning was contained in a highly se. ;*et (Ultra)
intelligence report, received shortly before the operation
took place, that Operation Goldregen was going into effect.
Since the officer who handled this specialized form of
information (the Ultra Advisor) had never heard of Operation

Goldregen betore and could obtain no information from his own

files about it he ignored the item, as he often ignored items
which meant nothing to him. Elsewhere in the headquarters
intelligence files, unknown to this officer, was a report on

a prisoner of war interrogation. This prisoner of war had,
before his front-line service, served at the headquarters of

the Luftwaffe in Berlin as a clerk. In this capacity, hP had
see-n certain instructions relative to Operation Goldregen
which idicated clearly that it was an operation Znvolvzng

loiv-flying aircraft in large )umbers. Had there been5 no
division of function, had these two items of intellige)co'

been correlated before New Year's Day, the German attack

would have been much less effective than it was."(.Y6: 2 6 )
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A degree of funictionalismn was clearly necessary at the

:rdlertion end of the intelligence cycle because of the

h-ighly technical nature of Such disciplines as cryptanalysis

anid photo reconnaissance. 'The problem came when these

terlinical organizations tried to become independent

intelligence analysis agencies without regard for the

recluiLrement -for all source correlation of information. Even

the pririciple human intelligence MIJMINT - the-world of

sples) organizati-on of the war, the Office of Stategic

Services, "edited- their efforts and interpreted them to the

ouLtside( world." (36.-24) Despite the fact that ict makes

intuiti-ve sense that analytical and targeting organi-zations

should control -the collection efforts. of the functional

collection organizations, the opposite often happened.

This OCCUrred-because the collec-tion organizations were

larger and had to deal with operational probl-ems- of a highly

tec-hnical matter. Therefore they developed-as i-ndependent

organizati-onal units with a high degree of architectual

integrity and focus. They operated under the directi-on of an

I ndigenoU~s commander- who had a singularity of purpose. Hie

was relatively unconstrained in his mission-accpl-i-shment.

Particularly since the corporate -flying AAF-did't-understand

the technical -nature of his business and was t~oo -busy too

L r y. Naturally 't:?fse independent Tunctl onalI o-g an iz-atIors

wctnted to -presen-t the i.nformation they col-lected without the
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i nter-fer-ence of bothersome anal yti-cal orga3. zati ons who would

putt their own "body english" on the information. Therefore

they developed their own integral one SOUr-ce intel-1igence

organizations. -A large part of this functional intelligence

,ffort was aimed at institutional- preservation. This led to

an intel-ligence "selling" mentality on the part of the these

organizations.

Contrast this organizational set-up with that of the

analytical and t-argeting organizations. They were- located i-n

larger headquarters staffs uinder the ulti-mate direction of a

commander who had-a wide-variety of interests, of -which

intelligence was-often the -least. Therefore the -anal yticali

organizations (who could afford to be objective about the

-Mltiple sources of information coming from the functional

collection organi-zations)- often had the least infl-uence with

the senior leaders and the- least insti-tutional infVlence i'n-

focusing-the intel-ligence process.

Kaysen offered a fix to this -problem--with what he calls

a "team" approach. Under this concept the- team would consist

of "all the technical specialties necessary for practice oif

the craft (of air intelligence) and who have access jointl-y

to all informiatidn available from all intelligence

SOurces._ (36;27) These would have freedom -f or an

i-nltelligence "r-ange of speculation rind a "high -d gree- +f

i nterromuni.(:Ation di scussi on and joint

jiudgeinent. " (36:24-32)
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fliere was another officer who recognized the chaotic

orgAnizationral architecture of air intelligence in WWI-I anid

tc'nwe close to fi >ing it. This was the previously montioned

t&eneral "Mac"1 McDoniald., General Eissel's protaganist in the

Army -- ir Force jurisdictional wars and Director of

Intelligence .for USSTAF. Given McDonald's unwillingness to

back off: his position in the face of oppostion from his

Superior- Bissell its not surprising that "Mac" attacked

European Theater intelligence issues with equal vigor.

However courage and tenacity weren't General McDonald's only

attributes. He also possesised a wealth of air intel-li-gence

experience, a clear vision of where air intelligence -in

LSSTAF should be headed, and most importantly he had- a

powerf ul supporter.

It didn't hurt that the supporter was the leading air

war commander of the era, General Carl Spaatz, Commander-of

IJGSTAF. The Spaatz - McDonald relationshi-p went back to the

lean prewar years and was cemented in the early porti-on-of

the war when "Mac" served under General Spaatz as hi-s-senior

air intelligence officer in the North Africa. By the time

SpaaLz took over UBSTAF McDonald was a key mtember of -his

team. McDonald was also close to the senior operatiobna-l

leader on the Spaatz team, General Fred Anderson, -LJBSTAF:

Deputy Commander for Operat ions. Spaatz, Anderson, and

McJ~orial reotedly spent hOUrs behind closed doors

discussing air targeting and strategy. (:37:2,2) But Spaatz
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was more than just of friend of McDonalds, he genuinely

believed in the value of air intelligence (remember his 1939

memo to General Arnold bemoaning a lack of inte] ligence in Hq

Air Corps) and was inte]ligent enough to recognize Douhet's

diCtum that his success as commander would be judged by hiq

ability to strike center of gravity tar-gets. He would go to

great lengths to strike at the German center of gravity (even

disobeying direct orders from his commanders to do so, as we,

shall see). This convergence of events; a commander and a

chief of operations who understood and valued intelligence;

an air inte]ligence leader with extraordinary talent and

courage; and, most of all, a desperate

need by the American Air Forces to fulfill it's prewar-

promise of striking the center of gravity, was to Lead to a

number of organizational initatives that came close to

creating the holistic "team" intelligence architecture Kay -erl

prescribed.

McDonald's first initative upon taking over as Director

of Intelligence for USSTAF was creation of a new intelligence

briefing format. This move was designed to cement his hold on

air intelligence and to ensure that he was its chief

spokesman in USSTAF. He disbanded the secret level briefing

that he had inherited (which was open to the entire staf+)

and replaced it with an all source (including Ultra) close

hold briefing that wast open only to the senior USSTAF sttf+.

principally Spaatz and Anderson. With this one stroke he "in
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created a "daily coriference.," that insured

intelligence set the agenda for command decision

making. (37:2.,1-3) By making himself and his staff a vital

part of the strategy process he added legitimacy to his

lnter attempts to centralize control of all theater

jriLel ligence source organizations.

Since McDonalds "conception of his primary duty ... was

one of organi-ation," he began immediately to build a

iwmpreherisive centralized intelligence team. (37:2) His first

organizational step was to put the USSTAF intelligence

analysLs house in order by taking over the independent A-5,

Targeting Directorate, making it a section of the overall

3ritelligenrce structure. This done, he went after control of

photo intelligence by creating a Photo Reconnaissance arid

Int'elligencc. Section. (37:3) Initially the section was

"little more than a gleam in the eye" of McDonald. (37:9)

However he slowly built it into a section that was capable of

interpreting photo intelligence and assisting in its fusion

with other sources of data. It worked particularly closely

with the USSTAF Targets Section in developing target

s traLegy. (Z7: 5, 9)

Althotigl McDonald did not obtain direct control of the

Ultra COMINI source he did control the flow of t(his data to

Spaat:z by placing the Ultra Representative under Directorate

u4 ]ntelligence supervision. He also insured that raw Ultra

jn formatc )n was fed to Spaatz only by a Directorate of
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Intelligence officer" and not by the "official" Ultra

Advisor. (17:30-Z7) In this way he insured Ultra data was

prosrented in cortexL of other information. As n1,W sour ce of

signals intelligence (SIGINT) were developed McDonald creatud

independent analytical capabilities to deal with them. For-

example "Y" intercept, which was derived from Grrman Air

Force (GAF) tactical communications was closely scrutini z(Ad

by Directorate of Intelligence analysts.(37:18) This was

particularly true after "Y" data started to come primarily

from USSTAF airborne intercept.

Late in the war General McDonald recognized the

importance Technical Intelligence (the exp]oitation of

captured enemy equipment and dala) would have in the w:ar

against Japan and in the postwar period. Technical

Intelligence in Europe was controlled by the Air Technical

Section, an organization under the "stovepipe" control of t: e

AAF Material Command, located at Wright Field, Ohio. This

Command considered exploitation of Technical I.telligence to

be primarily -for the purpose of "modification and research

and development of our own aircraft," with intelligence betI ng

of "secondary importance."(37:33) General McDonaldcs attompt

to take over the functions of the Technical Section meL with

"considerable opposition."(37:34) Never-the-less Genera]

Spaatz gave him his personal support because he believed "all

-ntelligence matters belong ... under one central

direction. " (37:39) Spaatz-'s support in! ured 7ethnical
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Intelligence was eventually put under McDonald"s control

The powerful Spaatz's charter to centralize air

intelligen:e affirmed McDonald in his conviction "that the

shortcomings oi American Air Intelligence must be corrected

before the end of the war" (whose end was in sight). (37:36)

Accordingly in the autumn of 1944 he began to push vigorously

for an "independent, sel.F-suftficient USSTAF intelligence

organization and to centralize within it all intelligence

+unctions and personnel."(37:28)

McDonald envisioned this new organization as having two

componenL parts: (1) A LISSTAF Directorate of Intelligenc:e

porforming staff support functions such as "policy control

and overal] coordination" and (2) An Intelligence Command

p-.r-froming operational functions such as, "collection of raw

in:elligence material, the processing thereof, the

disseminating ruf this intelligence, AND THE CONTROL OF THE

VARIOUS SOURCE AgNCES."(37:30) In the words of McDonald:

"such single direction would bring the photographic wing

under the command along with radio intecept companies (the

"Y" source), whose output was purely an intelligence service,

and the Air Technical Teams." (37:30) The command would also

'... provide a pattern for fulfilment of intelligence

requirements at USSTAF level and it would present a framework

of: the greatest flexibility and adaptability for

chronolugically satisfying, step by step, the development of

nLellgence requirements throughout the war period, the
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armistice and the peace conference and will serve as well the

air intelligence section in Washington of the National

Department of Defense. "(37:30)

This genuinely revolutionary concept in many respects

sounds a great deal like Kaysen's "team," consisting of "all

the technical specialties necessary for practice of the air

inLelligence craft."(36:27) McDonald clearly saw air

intelligence as a highly operational process. One which was

fundamentally a vertical continuum of collection, raw

technical processing (photo interpretation, COMINr traffic

analysis and cryptanalysis etc)., operational intelligence

analysis (air force capabilities studies, industrial capacity

studies etc), targeting, and finally dissemination. He

obviously intended to break up the hodge podge proliferation

of functionalist source intelligence agencies who were

essentially operating on the same horizontal plane with each

another. Instead he intended to create a single cohesive

vertical entity capable of focusing its energy on production

of an operationally relevant all source product. McDonaJd

was (correctly) convinced that the Directorate of

Intelligence was "the only real intelligence service that

exists or has existed in the Air Forces o+ the United

States."(37:28) He planned to build on this capability.

Unortunately beneral Spaat wasnt in a build.Ii nflg mIl.

When McDonald tried to sell him on the idea of creAtinrg all

Air Intelligence Command in November 1944 Spaatz showed a

CHAPT II 32 AIR INTEL



mar-ked reluctance to create a new command~. However, ho di-d

acireal "to the centralization within the Intelligence

Di rectorcatv of all USSTAF intelligence functions." General

Arnoid, when he was briefed on McDonald's plan also supported

Uihe general program but riot the command concept. (37:31) So

LJB'STAF air intelligence, while becoming more organizationally

efficient, did not take the last final step towards

organizational maturity; creation of a self contained

vertical command entity, capable of fulfilling all the

fun~rctionjal requirements necessary -for air intelligence

support to operational commanders. While this did't futher

hinder the search for the center of gravity in Europe

(McDnald-'s Directorate had already found that by -this time

which may explain Spaatz'"s reluctance to futher bother

-wi.th the inielligence organization). It did e'f~ectively stop

the next -ogical step in the organizational evolution of

American Air Intelligence.

PERSONNEL PROBLEMS

rinden y:rig the organizational diffi cul ties of air

inefl igence was a personnel base which in general did not

(:onEi-it of the Air Force's "best and brightest." As one

postwar studly said the G3-2 and A-2 were used as "a resting

ground -For O'f{:Lcers- who were unsuited in other fields, to an

u-,tent that it.mbiticLUS and able officers have regarded an

inle] lcgencze assignment as a serious setback to their
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career-s." (B: 1-20) This opinion was shared by General

Eisenhower, General. Arnold and other senior officers, all. of

whom bemoaned the deplorable state of intelligence and the

scarcity of quality officers in the field prior to and during

the war.

The quality problem was recognized as early at- 1932 by

Major W. R. Weaver, then Chief of the Hq Air Corps

Information Division (forerunner of the Intelligence

Division). He said incompetent personnel had been causing

intelligence failures and proposed to remedy the problem by

getting qualified workers into the division. Unfortunately

his request was disapproved. (39:1)

Personnel quality had not improved appreciably by 1941,

according to an internal Intelligence Division memo. The

head of the Division, the previously mentioned Colonel R. C.

Candee, was trying to expand air intelligence to meet the

needs of a growing AAF but was running into problems. In a

memo to General Arnold he pointed out that under the existing

personnel procurement system "The personnel pool from which

all intelligence officers must be drawn is limited to reserve

officers now on active daty or subject to call to active

duty. The best men in this category are already in key

positions or commitments have been made to place Lhem ln suc h

positions. The inevitable result is that the officers

available for this type of work (air intelligen-e) are Lhose

who have proved of limited, if of any, value in other
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capaci ties. " (40; 1-6)

Exacerbating the problem was the low percentage of

har dcore Air Corps Regular Officers in the Intelligence

Divi sion. This presented a serious leadership and quality

problem for air intelligence since Regular- Officers were the

backbone of the Air Corps. They proved to be the .foundation

upon which the wartime AAF was built. The Intelligence

Division was manned at only 8 % in Regular Officers, the

lowest of any organization in Hq Air Corps.(41:1) By

conLrast the Material Division was manned at 50 %, Fiscal at

75 %, Plans at 43 %, and even the Personnel Division was

manned at 20 % in Regular Officers. Candee asks a cogent

question when citing these figures: "Why is professional

military experience so unimportant in connection with

intelligence duties as compared with other activities."(41:l)

Mhifortunately this question was never answered by the staf{.

It would take hard experience over the skies of Europe to

illustrate the criticality of a professionally manned air

intelligence organization.

While quality and professional leadership were a

continuing difficulty, an equally pressing problem was a ijwI:

(-I- simple raw numbers of personnel to fill intelligenc:e

biLJets in the rapidly growing AAF. The manpower shortages

LauLsvd serious problems. Even 6 months after Pearl Harbor

the Intellilence Division's Information Intelligence Section

rould only process 25% of raw incoming material into finished
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inteiligence. In the Operational Intelligence Section only

50% of a schedule calling for 361 vital arget Objective

Folders for all theaters could be met.

One Intelligence Division proposal to .ix ihe personnel

problem was a massive recruiting campaign internal to the

Armed Services. In September 1941 (three months prior to

Pearl Harbor) a proposed AAF Bulletin, which essentially

advertised air intelligence and solicited nominees for the

activity from the Army and Navy, was sent out for

coordination by the Division. (42:1-2) It was rejected by the

Army G-2 who disagreed "entirely with the tone of the

memorandum, for the reason that the attitude is that of

begging people to come on duty with us."(43:1)

Given the circumstances begging may have been warranted.

With the blockage of this plan the icreasingly desparate

Intelligence Division tried another tact, one of acquiring

officers "From sources outside the present military

establishment. " (40:1) Teachers, lawyers and news reporters

were considered for intelligence analysis work, while

architects and engineers were being looked at .for PHOTINT

jobs. These civilians were targeted based on the experience

of the RAF in rapidly building an air intelligence

organization during the early days of WWII. The division

recommended recruiting 200 civilian personnel for

train ng. (40:1)

This is in fact what eventually happened. but in muclh
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I kr qui' nutmbers than 200. As was pointed out ear lio r, the

I Fite) I igen( e SectLion of the old AJ. r Corps Information

Div~su 11hdW only one officer- in it as latre_ as 1'938. There

were repeated atLtempts over- the years to enlarge the section.

The L4Atest effort came in 1936 when a reqluest for one offi~er

arnd -five civilians was re-fused. (44:1) A-fter the formation of

the Intelligence Division in December 194C- the organization

did begin I-u) grow slowly. By the end of (April 1941 there

ware *5 of Fi cers and 29 ci vilIians inr the Di vi sion. (46; 1) b~ut

soon the pace of growth picked up dramatically. Coloniel

ICandue saw a need for further rapid growth in the Division

and r-equested a total. strength of 129 of icers and 404

civihans by the end of the Fiscal Year (30 September-) 1942.

Hie further cistimated a total AAF requirement for 950 to 11310

air intelligence officers and 1,200 to 2,000 enlisted men

during the same period.

Candee' s estimates were far wide of the mark.. The

author-ized strength of the AC/AS, I (the succesor to the old

Intelligence? Division) alone was 11.95 officers, civiliai:5 and

enlinted men by June 1945. (48:6) This growth was duplicted

throughout the AAF leading to a several thouse~nd percent

ncrease inr air intelligence personnel during the 44 month

per-i d from the Pearl Harbor in 1941 to the victory over

~Japan in 1943.

il-iis expri)nential growth was bound to cause difficulties.

Pa~rtiC(uAli-riy since, as was pointed out, there were very few
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intelligence experienced Regular Officers around L(.o lead the

large influx of new people. Those present were, in many

cases, Regular Army castoffs or dregs -from thr reserves.

Further compounding the intell igence leadership poblem In

Washington was an e:tremly rapid urnover of senior

personnel. There were 8 different heads of AAF intelJigenr.:e

during the 36 months of war. One officer held the post for

only two weeks, while he was recovering ,Ir-L)m pneumi.iia!

Despite these problems the over-seas air commands were

desparate -for intelligence manpower. In 1943 the 8 AF., A-2

was so shorthanded that it tool 50 new officers directly from

the Officer Training and Candidate Schools with no statesidu

intelligence training enroute. (49:1) The commands were

having to devote a substantial amount. of time giving theater

intelligence training to inbound personnel anyway. ThLs

situation arose because of serious problems with air

intelligence training in the US.

AIR INTELLIGENCE TRAINING PROBLEMS

A solid Continental US based air intelligence

training program would have been of immense value to an (VAF

trying to 2ntegrate thousands of new intelligence personnnei.

Unfortunately air intelligence training suffered frnm the

same prewar neg1lc VC4 th rest of =irt i nte 1 I iriaC-r. Pi ir ii n

the 1930's the Air- Corps Tactical School had a Military

Intelligence Course but it was very much ground oriented. In
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pl-anning for the school year 1935 - 36 Lieutenant Colonel H.

0. DArgtte, Assistant Commandant., tried to rectify this. He

directed Uhe course towards air intelligen~ce but cauti-aned

that "much pioneer work will have to be done to develop a

course -in military intell-igence" with an "air point of

viuw. "(50:1) Lectures were given that year that included

dulta on- intel-ligence estimates of the situation and targeting

pri-.oriti-es.(51:1) Despite this air intelligence got a total

of an)-y one sentence of coverage in the Military Intelligence

Coursp text through the year 1938. (52: 10) However in the

t9:W- 40 version of the text a new supplement was added

enti Lied- an "Extract of a Tentative Air Corps Field Manual

1-40,. Initell igence Procedure in Aviation Units." (5:3:72-90)

'Thu Tactical School interest -in air initelligence was.

not shared by other advanced Army schools such as the

grooming school for middle grade Army Officers, the Command

arid- General Sta-ff School aL Fort Leavenworth, Kansas. The

-previously menti-oned Air Corps board, which General Arnolt-

convened in 1939 to determine Air Corps intelligence

requi-rements, noted this discrepancy. It recommended- that at

Juast 2 -hOUrs_- in t~he CZommand arnd General S~aff School

curi' i:ilum- be depvoted to the Sublject of air intelligence,

tipfci-4+i-cally to such subjects As target sel ection and target

vulnerabi-1-i ty analysis. (16:4) The recommendations were not

a doiPt Le d.

.The dirth of ai-r intelligence -training at advanced
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Army and AAF schools hurt in two respects. The -obvious

i-mpact was to- deny the AAF enough experienced intel-i-genrce

leaders durLng the war. A less obvioum impact was the lack

of education operational AAF leaders received on- the

-potential payoffs of intelligence. As a consequence many AAF

commanders, particularly at the wing and group level. "didn' t

know what to do with their intelligence off icer " or the

information they could provide. For example a report from

the Pacific said, "another prime need in the whole combat

iitelligence set-up is to educate air commanders to the need

for, and functions of, combat intelligence. In -general from

what I have gathered, combat intelligence officers have been

treated as surplus baggage, and have had an uphill fight: to

justify thei-r existance."(54:-3) Thi s plus the "1-ack of

experienced intelligence officers" seriously hurt the-

credibility of air intelligence with the operators.

The Command and General Staff College and Air Corps

Tactical School were intended to provide advanced -training to

a select few. Broad basic intel-ligence trai-ning for iow,%r

ranking personnel was the responsibil,ity of unit commanders

who, as we saw above, were il1-educated on air icntel1-ligence.

When this type of training was conducted it was accomplished

using outdated manuals and instructors whose knowledge was as

Li-mited as the tex-ts they taught from. The only other entry

-level type training which was somewhat related to air'

intelligence was -the Army Engineering School's photograpli'Ir-
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Interpretation Course at Fort Belvoir, Virgina. But very -few

1AAF personnel were trained at the school.

The air' intelliyence, training shortfall bpcamle a

SerI'irJ~ts AAF concern as war clouds began to gather over the

Pacifi~c. Less than 5 months before Pearl Harbor- Genera-i

George Brett, then Chief of Staff of the Air Corps, wrote to

General Arnold voicing his opinions on the subject. He sai-d,

"Trained intelligence officers are practical-i y non-existant

thr-OUghout the Air Forcesp yet they play a most vital part -in

the functioning of these organizations. Thi-s is always

overlouked in peacetime and no mechanism exists for -the

special training of personnnel required throughout all

echelons. It is hoped that at this late date i-t-will b-e

possible to set up at least the basic school from whi-ch-other

area schools may be established ... "1 (55: 1-I1--IIll)

This memo was the catalyst that drove General Arnold

to try to establish an AAF Air Intell-igence School.

Predictably however the Army 6-2 opposed-the initati

c~ontendi ng "al-l instruction along mil1i tary intell1i-gence -i nes

should be- Unified and presented in one school only. "-(56:-1-)

* Basical-ly the G-2 was satisfied with the stats quo.

The AAF wasn't content with the staus quo and wAs

joined in its di :ent by the Army Assistant -Chief of Staf+ +for

Oprations, General Harry L. Twaddle. Twaddle mai-rtained

thatL .ndependent air m ss;i ons anrd operations req.Ui red- a

-. pecjia] Lype o:f air i.nteiligence training. (57:1-) Trhis,_ p-us
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persistance on the part of Hqs AAF and Air Corps, lod to

funding being approved by the Army Chief of Staff for an ai-r

intelligence school. (58: 1)

The AAF Air Intelligence School (AAFAIS) was

established at Bolling Field, Washington D.C., on 15 January

1942. Unfortunately limited facilities necessitated the

almost immediate move of the school to the University of

Maryland at College Park. The school finally started iUs

first class on 16 February. -Qualified instructors were a

continuing problem for AAFAIS. Of the original 9 faculty

instructors only the school director, Captain Jaimes--Hurt, was

considered to have the training necessary to serve as an

intel-ligence instructor. (59:1) Despite this 33 students

graduated from the first course on 31. March 1942. While this

course was in session the AAF bought Harrisburg Academy, an

entire boys boarding sthool, in Harrisburg, Pennsylvania, .For

$300,9000.

The AAFAIS at Harrisburg was plagued with _problems

almost from the begining of its first class on 15 April 1912.

The faculty consisted of the College Park instructors plus

Lop graduates of the first AAFAIS class. The decision to use

students from preceding classes as instructors was clearly t

poor one. It led to a "bl-ind leading the blind" syndrome? in

terms of inteligence experience. It was also a problem. in

the sense that the new -faculty members knew litti3; mroe b.Ibnld

professional military traditions, pract -ces and command
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relationships than did the students. This was lestined to

.1 wad to Fprobl-]CUI5.

Studient sel-ecti on was also a probl-em. Many ol der iiwRn

(up tor 50 years old) were selected to attend the school.

They found i L diffiCUlt to relate to younger- instructor-- or,

i ven comitusi ons at higher- rank than their instructors,. to

1 eirn fromi thiem. This problem persisted when they got into:

the field and had to deal with young crew -members. Also many

weru, simply physically incapable of hand-ling- difficult living

coiiditions -in the -field, particularly in -thle Southwest

Pac ifj.c. -(60: 1~) By 1943 the poor qual-ity of the students

bvcame a mater -of grave concern to the -Hq (-AF Chief of

1ntel I i-gence.

In rei~lity the w/eakness of -th-e Students was only one.

o 1 a ai/riad- of problems plauging AAFAIS. -Lieutenant Colonel

Car.-l H. Norizross Assistant A-2 of the VIII Bomber Comand (an

1- A\F organi-zation), after visiting the school, made a very

negati-ve report tco Hq AAF about the conditions at-AAFAIS.

A-mong other things he said: "The quality of the students is

the poorest in history ... they are not interested and their

lack of interest is reflected in many ways4 such as lateness,

cibsence poor work, cheating, and sleeping- in -class." He

* al s noted that the school was too smal.1 f-or the number of

studenti:4 that the -faculty was very unhappy with the current

rominanding ofFficer (who had onl y recently taken over), and

thaI: "morale of the faculty members is the lowe!5t in the?
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history of the school."(61:1-4) The Norcross report led to a

major inspection of the Harrisburg resuLting in the removal

of Lhe Commander Colonel Harvey H. Hola nd. (62: 1-I,)) The

previous AAFAIS Commander (and the founder of the school at

Harrisburg), Colonel E. F. Koenig, also left under diifficult

c.nditions. (63: 1)

Shortly after Norcross made his report AAFAIS3 was

racked with a WWII version of a fraud, waste and abuse case.

It seems that when the school was bought everything that went

along with a boy's school - such as basketballs, infirmary

items, and even food from the cafeteria - was also purchased.

Regretably an official government inventory lisL -f these

items was never accomplished. To compound this problem

Colonel Koening, who was then the Commander, (:avalierlv

decided, without permission, to donate substantial amounLs of

the saleable inventory to "charitable and educatianAl"

institutions in the local area. rhe food, however, he kept

and this the faculty consumed gratis. Although no one was

punished for this comedy of errors the school officers club

was forced to reimburse the government to the tune of $665.9I

for the food. (64:1-5)

These incidents were indicative of the overall la:

operation of an organization- that was slapped together as a

bandaid to cure years of air intelligence neglect. In

retrospect the problems at AAFAIS seem almost pr-ec, ttal ..

The fraud waste and abuse case was apparently the Iast st'rw
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for Hq A(AF and in February 1_943 plans to close the school

caif. under discussion. The schooil was closed i-n early 1944

,,rid ope(rratinns were transfered to the AAF School of Applied

I~ctics (AAFSAL') at Orlando, Flordiap which was already

toaching an Intell-i gence Applications Course.

The marriage of the overly academic Harrisburg course

with the muru practical AAFSAT course had a positive affect

un air intelligence training. Prior to the move Harri-sburg

qrZAduatVS had of ten gone to the combat commands without ever

h,-%ving bepn on-an Army Airfield, without being familar with

aircraft, othfer than plastic monels, and never having talked

to pilots arnd combat crews. There were several -AAF Fields in

cr~i~aiFlordia airid as a consequence AAFSAT irntelsligence

titudents got -to touch the real AAF, t-o include -at least one

aircraft ride. cS: 13)

The move to Flordia also led to the establishment of the

AAF's first Senior Intelligence Officer Course, aimed-

specifically at Preparing officers for command and-staff

positions. (66:-57,-9J.)' Prior to this all training -was very

bas~ic and tec:hnical in nature. This advance led-to some of

the f:irst diSCUSSions, in a rigorous sense, concerning

fundamental ai-r i-ntel-ligence philosophical and doctrinal

I 50)(eS. Unfortunately the Course wasn't instituted until

F-ebruary 194., a scant 7 months before the end obt the war.

Theref ore estab1-i-stiment of a coherent aiintel Vigence

dloctr ine was never achieved.
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LACK OF A COHERENT INTELLIGENCE DOCTRINE

It is arguable that the primary reason for the overall

AAF success i-n WWII was the fact that it was:; built on a poJid

doctrinal foundation. The strategic air doctrine developed

at the Air Corps Tactical School gave the wartime AAF the

necessary focus to overcome the many obstacles it faced , such

as lack o+ an escort fighter, bad weather in Eurnpe,

constant diversions of strategic air power to tactical

t-ar'yets, etc etc. When reading the -private correspondence of

the senior AAF leaders; Spaatz, Iaker, Arnold and others it

is easy to detect a tone of frustration and anger over thn

many roadblocks airpower encountered. But what one-never

senses in the letters is a tone of uncertainty. They always

knew-where they were headed. Unfortunately AAF air

intelligence did not have this same doctrinal foundation and

consequently did not have the vital sense of direction thLt

resided in the larger operational AAF.

There wasn't even an official regulati-on for air

intelligence until 1940 when Air Corps Field Manual1 1-40,

Intelliqence Procedure in Aviation Uni-ts was

publi-shed. (67:-1-25) The manual was not a doctrinal dccumervl;

in any sense of the word and- wasn't even much of a -mMnual.

It contains a -myriad of flaws. The Manuar]s- funda mental

problem was a- failure to tie air intelligence to the ,pecific

missions of the Air Force. The document could have b~on
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wri tften for THe Army or Navy. As General Spaatz said: "air

i ntelitlerce is uni que. " But this is riot ref-].ected in the

maknua*l . Tistuau it 1lists -mechani cal -procedures and- +orrms.

U- .,1 essentially an academic check list of tasks. As a

con!-equtence collection,1 anal ysis and targeting are considered

aF, separate functions r-ather than as part of of a highly

interdJepend:ent process. Sadly it is a second r-ate -piece of

work. lt clearly does riot reflect the rigor and quality of

thought that. was being given to operational questions.

Never--Le-ies:s it was to serve as the guiding 1-ight for air

i ntll igence throughout the war-.

Ther-e wfas no one in air intelligence charged- with

duveloping a hasic philosophy or doctrinia. -No organization

e~xisted to collect and di-sseminate new ideaS and- developments

in inrt Lll igence mTethodol ogy. No insti-tuti-onal ized- body of

deubatL or discussion existed. In other-words there was no

Alr C nr ps Tac Li cal Schrool for ai-r i-ntelli gence. -Basi cal ly

air i ritell1igenrce operated on a make it up -as YOU go a]long

i;p I)r(') a cl i. Its7 not sut.:prising th-at many operators l~ooked upon

intuli]igenrce as a waste of time. As one AAF General of the

*L-tm' .;aid: "Int~elligerice was just another staff- function and

us.ually consi dered a minor function at that,- e:.cept by those

in intelligcj~e. "(6L8:2)

-AIR INTELLIGENCE -FINDS=-OIL

But ini-[cliei ce wasn't a minor- -Functi on-. General
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McDonald proved this conclusively at LJSSTA~F. its not

coincidental that shortly after McDonald took. over as

Director o~f Intelligence that oil was discovered .as the

Ger-many's glass jaw. A~s early as March 1944 -a "Plan For

Completion of the Combined Bomber Offensive" was forwarded to

,3eneral Spaatz recommendinrg oil as its top pri-ority. (-37:4)

The USSB6 said the-bombardment of oil tarqetrj,, when it

began, was "catastrophic"- for Germany. (5:78-83) -If McDonald

had developed a credible intelligence organization earlier

the-entire history of WII- might have been different. A o

General Haywood Hansell poir~ts out "If the oil attackts had

been-initiated in November 1943... the Germans (woul-d have

,bben-) compl etel y out of avi atioan gasol ine -by MHay 1944. -and

motor- stocks showed -about the same situation--(4:275) In

other words the German -war- machine would have col-lap s ed a

month ~bef ore the 1)-Day invasion. ERut as stated in the USE;13,

even ardent oil attack advocates di dn "t appreciafe thre'

promising situation~ they had, because until Mc-Don-Ald

developed the intelligence to support center-of gravit y

tar-geti-ng they couldn't. (5:78-85)

-Lieutenant Colonel -McCall pointed out in-his 1174Z trlp

to England that: there was little or- no inteltligence i-n Londn

on -oi. (20 ThEI e) But because of a dynamic i-ntel"13-qeri~e

effort by late -March 1944- USSI!A- leaders were -sti-origby

advocating oil as the German-center of gravi-ty. This camr? Vn

a head in a crucial 25 March pre 0-Day targeting- meeting with
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(T-nerai Eisenhower. The meeting boi-led down to a choice

bt~ween str-ALowc-ic a~tacks on oil or tactical attacks on ral I

LI r r vpor F a t i n targqets. E.i senhower selected -the rail targets

I)ecaLuse McDonald -COUld not provide the conclusi-ve

intelligence necessary to convince the General to attack

ai.i 1 (2 1: 3 03j

Some MAtlor-s -have suggested General Eisenhower- was not a

supporter of strategic bombardment and would, have selected

the more tactically oriented rail targets under any

circumstance~s. This was pr-oven not to be the case since good

solidl intel.igence made Eisenhower a believer Less than two

munths later- -During this critical 47 day peri-od UBSTAF

Titellicjerice 'FOCUsed- its entire attention on -the question of

oil as a center of gravit-y target. Of critical i'mportance to

thiu endeavor was General Spaatz's faith i-n -McD(:nald.- He

itrr.ily staked-his-car-cer on intelligence by ordering the

hubL113r dment: o+ a -li mi-ted numbpr of oil- targets in-

ccnt-saveriti on of the spirit, if niot the letter, of General

E i senhower' s or'ders. (21: :52-69)

Iowevvi- thi-s risk paid off because on 12 -May an attack

on the GermAn oil works at Leunia provided an interligence,

"II4II:iIIg gun" to the oil advocates. Data obtained through

IJILi-a oigrnaJs i-ritell1i cence wa!: cnprehensi vel y Fused with

rnyr'iad oUher- sources of information by UJSSTAF analysts and

Lhi!: p lr'vi-ded e;, cell ent proof of the German vulnerabil1i ty in

u IL 1F..' 3Zi5 o-5 7) Based on this data General Eisenhower
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reversed his -decision and oil bec=ame the targeted cerito'r of

gr-avi-Ly -for the remainder o.f the war. Prior' to- this dor:i.on

only 5. 599 tons of bombs had been dropped on oil tar gots.

Following the development of credible intelligenc:e 191"OO
tons were put on oil -- a 3.411 percent increase! (23:1r) 1he

results For Germany were indeed "catastrophic." m!,i Al br t;

Speer said, "It meant the end of German armaments

producti on. " (7: 346)

It would seem that air intelligence had finally ende~d

i-ts search for the -center of gravity. However thore is a

comic opera historical footnote to this era of air

intelligence -that provides further proof of the ov.rall

weakness of air intelligence. On 27 January 1945, in thp

midst -of the successful oil campaign (eneral Charle,: ati'fil

Director -of Intelligence for 8 AF "proposed a revision, to

target thinking." Banfil cl-aimed "results have nnol been

conclusive, even in oil" and went on to propose expadi rn the

target list to "three or four- systems" beyond oil. He

suggested going to large targets in -what he ciallod his

"C:umulative damage" principal. (24: 1-23) Fortunately, de[)l to

BanfilIs counsel, the attack on the oil center of gr-aviLy

continued leading to what General Omar Bradley d,::scribenl an

"the direct factor behind the destruction or surrender cr1

vast quantities of -tanks and trucks and of thousands upc.ni

thousahids -of enemy troops. "(4:224)
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CHAPTER III -- AIR INTELLIGENCE IN THE POSTWAR ERA

At thu beginning of WWII the Army Air Force had in

jU:s crasr) the i:echnology and the doctrine to attack Germany's

cenl-er of gravity. General Hansell provides a convincing

G.ase that decisive -results could have been achieved as early

as May 1944. The Army Air Force heavyweight had his fist

cocked Lo deliver the knockout -blow. But, because of the

{cai=lure to develop- an effective air intelligence capability,

tHere was no -mechanism to trace the center of gravity to a

docirmive glass- jaw in the German mi-litary-industrial

inl{rastructure. The- center of gravity target could not even

110 lu'ic.1Ud- urIti1 after the- Leuna raid- on 12 May 1944. And

(ve) I lien the 4-lawed air intel-ligence structure the Army Air

1-oirce had belatedly created attempted to divert them away

from the center of gravity, as Banfil's memo- shows.

Perhaps General -Arnol-d summed up the situation best

-n his post war report: "Our past -concepts of intelligence

needs were insu.ffircient to cover the requirements of modern

wr. Strategic air warfare -can be neither soundly planned

nor e.fFiciently -executed- without a continuous flow of

dlefailed (inte.-li-cjenr:e) in-formation.."

POSTWAR AIR INTELLIGENCE ARCHITECTURE

The American Air Force entered the postwar, era

dnterimiried tro set it's irntelligence house in order. However
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i-t wasn't cle.3r -what role s-r-vic.-e intell1igericu rai~Ljn*

WOUl~d play in the coming er-a. Mhe prevail ing wi'-1dom wasF. that,

intelligence should be highly centralized, specifically at

the national I-evel. This impetus eventually led to the.

creation of inassive national intell1igence ar-ganizratiorls ELuch

as the Central Intell1igence Agency (CIA) and the Nation~al

Security Agency (NSA) (which was responsible -for SjIfINT)

These organizations were to become primaril1y motivzated to

serve -Washington level decision makers, leaving support of

the service -headquarters and -the operational crammandez in the~

hands of the services. However this eventual -evolution ofP

purpose by the- national intell-igence orgariizatiom. was noL

forseen at the time. Thus the need for separate i-rviceo

specific intelligence organizations came, under quest iorn

during this period.

Generally the Air Force -1leadership and thp Hq Army

Ai-r Force A-2 favored the cr-eation- of a centralized-

intelligence ,-organization. (2:-1-) However, qitven the

uncertainty of the -Future of i-ntelligenice the Hq_ Ar-my Air

Force A-2 was -hedging his bets by looking into.- the creation

-of an "Air Intelligence Agency." This was -done in case "II

Joi-nt Chiefs of Staff or congress fail1 (ed)- to est~ab i ih somtw

-form -of col--ec-t-i-ve agenlcy, 4~2 Whatever -the altIonal

alithorities decided the A-2 most def ini tel-y want~ed

i ntel-I i geiice -responsi bi 1 i ties to be cl earl-y "dpli i matbd" l-ozt

thle A-2v G-2 f-ueud be contirued into the postwar poricid.(-:')
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However this is exactly what happened when the Army

U~-2 attempted to create an Intelligence Corps. Basically the

Ar my came at the cenitralization~ issue 'from a completely

dif-Ferent direction attempting to centralize intelligence

withai'i the Or liy in the form of: a Corps. The Ar-my Air Force

A-'2, Guneral Elwood (Pete) Ouesaada, vehemently opposed this

mi ;.~tie 4 maintaining thaL air intelligence duty should be

1,erfonied by Air Force line off+icers. (3:21) There was also

npjoyjtiori to 1-he plan on the grounds that it was premature

tz-iincu it -wasn~t clear what direction the "Central

Tintcel] igence (5roup" initative -waF. going in. (4: Tab H)

Air intelligence did mLAnage to keep its independence

'f-rom the (3--2 Until the independent Air Force was created in

September 1-947. But it was niot able to maintain it's status

at --%n equal 4LAff+ partner in the new United States Air Force

(US3AF). Almost immmediately after the new service was

eciLablisited intelligence was placed under the direction of

A-ho Deputy Chief of Staff For Operations (DCS/O).

Pr-edictihly air intelligence officers opposed the

merger of oper..MLions and initell~igence. Leadingj the

op'pos i-t i was beneral "Mac" Mc.Do-.nald who was now the headI

l"I UJSOF Intpiligence. He fel-t LhaL placing air intelligenlce

under VIC! PCF/O Would deemphasize it~s importance at a time

whc-:i E-hf cri tic al-ty of the function was grawing. (5: 24)

rfloDna I. c con Linrued to see air :in telligence as a highly

urcerat3.oill]rrc. A process; that Must be "fully as
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dynamic in peace as during war." (6:13) However this was riot

a battle McDonald was destined to win. Intelligence wars

placed under operations in 19~48.

Air inrtelligence officer's didn't g~ive Lip theC ligtt

thOt.gh. General Charles P. Cabello McDonalds VuC-Ce~;sor

continued to rippose the merger. In a November 1948 addres',;

to- tho Air War College Senior Intelligen:e Glass hin 5aid

"Despite a lot of talk about intelligence these days, arnd

despit~e our concerted- eff+orts to build a smooth warli-nq-

qrganiz-ation, we are-deci-dedly handicapped bay a widespread

reluctance in the Air -Force to visualize the intel-ligence

interdependence of -air intelligence and oper~tions. "('1: 1)

The operations - inteLiqence issue continuod to- be

raised during the 1950s. In May -1950 the Hy UJSNI Dirprtor dif

Intelligence recommended- "that the USAF adopt the polic-y thtl,%

the intelligence acti-vi-ty in ppq~ational units at alv~4

of command be a principal and independent staff funation

co-equal with personnel.. material and operations,"IFl:1-) Thy

Strategic Air Command (SAC) was the only major player to

support the air intell-igence position. However the +11 ISAFW1

DCS Operations and DCS -Personinel killed the idea of

intelligence becoming a co-equal D)CS on the Air Stauff. (9:10)

Finall1y- i-n -1957 Hiq Air Force decided to tcdke

intel Ligence out -from- under Operations on tho Air Stafl'

Etut they fai-led to- make it A msG, inntezad creiating. the

posi ti on -of Assi stant -Chie-f of r;LAi:F -For In Lelliiocnce-
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(AC,3T) 10:50) This was a two star or Major General position

while the normal Air Staff DCS was (and is) a three star or"

.ieutriant General. This made it very difficult -or air

intelligunce to influence USAF strategy or policy. Another

draw back to this arrangement was that many of the Senior

In.elligence Officers (SIO) in the commands were two stars.

For e.xample the SAC DCS Intelligence and the Commander of

USAF Security Service (USAFSS), the Air Force's primary

G C5INT orgarii.ation, were both manned with Major Generals.

-llus made it difficult for the ACSI to influence air

intellxgence p:licy, pe -onnel and other key i-ssues. Despite

tione inherent problems intelligence on the Hq USAF Air Staff

W . remained a two star ACSI.

The postion of intelligence on the Major Air Command

*.thff ; at vi-ried over the years. The only operational Major

Commanid that ho's maintained intelligence as a flag uff-icer

CS esspnt.i;lly co-equal with other staff functions is SAC.

The raoher oper,.itional commands have periodically moved

tiiiLell ience under operations or in some cases plans. They

h,1Avu ma)ed it with General Officers and Colonels. The only

cri, sjitant cipprcach has been the inconsistency of the staff

pos -tion of iritel ligence.

I)epite these larger issues the Hq USAF internal air

1id ieii un(_i orgianization underwent major -changes in- he in Z

p i';~war peririd. The organization that evolved cornsisted of,

J v) b.i.L par ts (1) Operations Intelligence and Targetirg and
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(2) Systems, Policy and Collections or Intelligence

Managemen.. Technical Intell igence was lost to t:he l.Mater i al

Command in 1950 came back under Directorate of Intelligence

control in 1951 and was lost again to Air Force Systems

Command in the late 1950s.(II:I)

The co-ming of age of strategic targeting was an

intelligence bright spot during this era. Nucle.ar weapons,

new high-tech delivery systems and the painful experience i

searching -for the German center of gravity in WWII all

combined to focus Air Force attenLion on targeting. In fr.L

the USAF was considering ways to obtain target intelience

for guided missile strikes as eariy as June 1945..(-12:1-2)

The primary WWII targeting authority to emerge from the war -

the Joint Target Group (JTG) - remained' under A-2 contro! in

the immediate postwar period.

At first the JTG thought that intelligence on.

potential pcst war enemies could be ccllected from open

source information such as econonic abstracts and tr'ade t, kla.

This approach had provided valuable information on the German

economy in the early days of WWII. In fact the prime concern

o+ the JTG was "how to cope with a perfect avalanche o+

in formation. "(13:12) The key to this problem., in *tlie -words

of one of the Leading targeteers of te era was the "IUM

card. "(13: I', While automatiun was to play ,- vital rile. in

the intelligence process in the postwar period it cCuhtI&'L

make up for a lack of information on the principal onemy 1tI't
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merg~ed -- the Soviet Union. Moscow 's secrecy and i-ts, lack

uf knvuJ-vemnr in the international trade and financi-al

m,..Arkets severe]y i imited the open source material which was

,%va IabIe. When the realities of this situation began to

dawn un the senior leadership of the nation and the Air Force

new strategic targeting and collection mechanisms were

rapidly created.

Eventually strategic targeting was removed from the

control of Hcq USAF intell'igence and placed under the control

nfi the Joint Strategic Targets Planning Staff (JSTPS) at Hq

SAC. Omaha, -Nebraska where i-t remains today. This

organizati-on i ns.i tuti anal i zed excellence in the field of

strwtegic Ttargeting. Unfortunatel-y tactical targeting did

nnt receive -thu same emphasis. Essentially tactical

targetirig -ber..ame the responsibil i Ly of the theatre

commanders. with very poor results. (14:Z) This neglect of

lie tar-lal side oF the targeting business has, continued up

oroUti the presont time. The tarqeting problems encountered:

iii Vietnam and l%:orea are a direct consequence of this lac-k of

at -ent-i-n.

An- area that did- receive a great deal of emphasis -was

strategic i-ntelliigence collecti.on, principally on the Soviet

Unioio rhi-s was driven not only by the need to target the

K- c -bat- Auato -by -the -p rce2i'ved- need- to- warn- .gai-nt-: ...

possible Soviet: surprise nuclear attack. In fact the

r.revention Of surprise became (and still is) the highest
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priority of Air Force Intelligence. As a consecluen:ie the

USAF and air- intelligence became obsessed with crI.lection,

almost as an end in itself.

One offshoot of this was the creation- of a massi-ve

SIGINT apparatus -- the -previously mentioned USAF Sectrity

Service (USAFSS). This organization qrew Lip separato and

apart from mainstream Air Force Intelligence. In 194 ULJA(WS

had 1,20( manpower slots. By 1959 it had grown to ' 1, 4I

slots world wide. (15:1-10) It also expanded it'-s coll-ecti-on

suite during the 1950s. The Command acquired an airborne

SIGINT capability in- 1951, using B-29s. (16:20) By JJUly 1 751.

it had 11 ground collection stations, known ins Radio

Squadrons Mobile -and was esLablishing 2 fiel.d processing

centers, in -Europe and the Pacific, known as Securi-ty G6roupsi.

The groups were to process and report SI(5INT obtained from

subordinate ground and ai-r collectors. (16:rSeries L)

Unfortunately most of this reporting was aimed at support oF

it's principle parent organization the National Security

Agency (NSA), rather than to support of an integrated- and

customer focused air intelligence organization. Today -ISAFS

has evolved into the Electronic Security Command -(E,.:). ESC

is also more tied to NSA than to the Air Force operati-nri

cc j., tmn c +ac the- organat-ional- p is a-lans -;-

enact duplicate, -on a much larger scale, o1 f the -IJ I ,L L, r A

ar rangement in WWI-I Europe.

-At the same time USAFSS was getting a -hammer .- o,
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th. broad air intelligence SIGXNT mission the operating

commands wer obtaining control of a piece of the SIGINT pie

in the form oF electronic intelligence (ELINT). ELINT, which

consists primarily of enemy radar emissions, was needed by

the operational commands +or jamming or electronic

countermeasures. SAC, for example, was obtaining RB-50G

v-ectronic reconni-assance aircraft and the USAF in Europe

(USlAFM) was getting RC-54 aircraft for the same purpose. The-

commands also established forward electronic analysis units

for on the spot analysi-s of radar data. (16:20) The creation

cvf a command indigenous ELINT capability separate from the

USAFSS overall SIGINT capability fragmented the Air Force

SMINT world. In fact the Air Force created a Special

SecurA-ty Officer system for handling the massive vol-ume of

SI(5INT data. (16:Series B)

Meanwhile entire new collection vi.stas were opening-

up for the Air Force as the space age unfolded. In 1952 two

mAjor intelligence studies were conducted on "means to

increase our intelligence on the Soviet Union" and the

"Duracon Hi] I Project. ' Both studies were -concerned with

applyiJrug emerging technologies to the Soviet collection

problvim. Chapter 11 of the Beacon Hill study concerned

itself with new "reconnaissance vehicles" icluding space

s~l~iftp; k.(-17 .f/ Noew cxtrom.l0y- long- focal- l-ength -.

czAmer as, known by the codename Daisy Mae, -were being looked

.At for use in aiurcraft, bal-Ions and space satellites. (17:38)
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The Gopher Project was specifical]y (ev(Ited to Lhe

study of high altitude ballons 2for retnnissance. Iow,:?var

Gopher research and development was sl owr d down -on "thv

belief that if a similar effort were az)pencbd on ann. Lhor

.ysLem, perhaps a guided vehicle, superior results couLd h

achieved. " Tfut no "competing system seem(ed) likely 4ar.r

development in- the next five or- six years."(17:39)

Presumably gui-ded vehicles included high altitude ai rcr-a t,

like the U-2, and space satellites.

A Project Rand television camera, for eventual use in

a space satelli-te, was being studied during this- perind. The

tempo for development of such a ystem picked up afI-er

General White, the Air Force Chi-ef of Staff. estabU.shed a

requirement for i-t. However results of a television terst did

"not appear too hopeful considering- that the satellite

(would) only be used for search reconnaissance.11(1/t41)

Basically the resolution of the resulting pictures wa, . so

-poor that it was impossible to tel-l what was being looked irt.

Never-the-less the Air Force continued to aggressively smIar (_h

out new photographic intelligence- (PHOTINT) means if c.ovor ino

the Soviet Union as the U-2 shoot down in 1959 mikes clear.

By 1953 the Daisy Mae PHOTINT Project bev:ame.

operational, under the codename Pie Face, and installations i

were being looked at for bal-lon reconnaissance Iaunch and

recovery. (17:-41-) In 1958 the satell-ite program--began t.) be.r

fruit. Lauilich dates were set for a system know- a'i Pc d 'i r

CHAP'T Il1 66 All; l ll--1 I



a- c-r dlIng to an article- in Aviation Week. (16: 18--19)

['he high-tech pied pi-per has continued to lure Air

1u'rc'c2 intelligence since the rapid proliferation of new

uratvic collection systems in the 1950s. Newer and more

'aophisticated strategic systems enter the inventory each

year. But like tactical targetingp tactical collection has

not kept pace. More importantly the basic air intelligence

argaliJzatiocnal architecture that existed in WWII remains

esuetntially unchanged. This is true both at the Hq Air Force

ltovel and in the operating commands.

A look at the key Air Force operating command in

lurope, IJSAFE. is instructive. As we learned earlier General

McDonald never did establish a WWII Air Intelligence Command

in the 11S Strategic Air Forces (USSTAF). As a consequence in

1988 air intelligence in the USSTAF's successor command,

USAFE, is as fragmented as it was prior to McDonald taking

over in 1944. A cursory gl ance at the USAFE organization

chart today reveals no maior architectural changes from the

RAF model that McDonald inherited in 1943. Essentially, it is

.tilt bifit used despite al-most 50 years of history and: a

technol ogical revolutibn..

'The USAFE DepuLy Chief of Staff for 'Intelligehce

(DCS/I) is nominal-Ly the Senior Intelligence Officer (SIO)

r-sponsibie. :for supp-or-ti0g-the senior USAF Commander in

Europe -- the Commander in Chief (CINC) of USAFE (who in hi:s

NATIl rute. a Commander of Al1ie~d Air Forces Central Europe
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will be responsible .For the bull,' 0of the overall 1 aL r w,.r 4 0

Europe). The WWII exper-ience, discussed in Chapter 11.- mak.c7

it (:lear that the DCS/I's ability to accompl'ish this task

wiJ be hampered by his lack o c:ontrol of all air

intelligence assets. He does own a substantial analyti(.al

and targeting apparatus. But SIGINr assets are, un1der the

control of a separate USAFE DC for Electronic Security wIlu.as4

command -chain is "stovepiped" back to the ultimate control (d

LISAF El-ectronic Security Command- Headquarters in San -Antoi.La,

Texas. ESC Hq., as was pointed out earlier is, is fur-ther-

removed 'from Air Force con trol -by its operati onal

subordination to NSA. A similar situation exists for U-SAFE

human intelligence assets whose- stovepi pe is back to-

Washington, D.C. The DCS/I does control Air Force PHOTfNT,

However -his primary phoLo inteli-gence orlani.:ation i-s

located 70 miles away from the -DCS/I's targeeters and

anal-ysts, making synergistic i-nteraction almost none x.itsTarlt .

A si-milar- situation exists in- the Pacific Air Forces. Tiere

is no- reason to believe that this fragmented oranizati(irn will

have any -more luck finding -center of gravity targel:s -than

Army Air -Force did in WWII. The Air Force experiLenc.e- n thl

IKorean and Vietnam wars further verifies tihis judgement I-, w

,halJ see in Chapter IV.

POSTWAR PERSONNEL AND TRAINING PROBLEMS

Air -Foi-ce Intelligence leaders planned to maintain ,
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lirge high quality standing force in being following -WWII.

In foct they beli evedi "National1 secutrity require (d) that

tIAiere be no retrenchment of air- intelligence, but rather that:

ilo c~ollection and evaluation be expanded and

mprovei. " (19:2) Therefore the Army Air Force A-2 wanted "a

str-nng Air Intelligence Corps of able. specialized, regular

tof-ficern and a well trained Air Intelligence Reserve, with as

mii~y as nO% uof the officers (holding) flying ratings. (19:2-13)

A total of 3,3*58 off icers anid 6,358 enlisted men (of whom 50%.

werw rererves) were forecast a,- being required. Thi-s

inclded214 active duty officers and 564 active duty

orili;tecI perisonnel in Army Air Force Hq. (19c4-6)

Just the opposite occurred. Thq end of the war brought

m..iAsu exodus of personnel from the Army Air Force. In fact

i-r thfe COuin ter- Intell1i gence Corps "not one single wartime..

aen t Lzlected to stay on active duty after the war."-(20:42)

(Mr, Prco Personnel compounded the problem by making no

e++ or I' to speci fical iy keep experienced intelligence

ppirinel in the Army Air Force. The drawdown was so severe

tHi by June 1946 Hq Army Air Force A-2 had gone from .1195

pernanrnel to .366, a 70 percent, cut. (21:Tab A) As, one Army

Air Porce tu1 lonel Eaid at the time "The Air Intell1i gence

Systf -m Lhal: had taken almost 4 years to build and perfect

fi'~ .pat i s. a atter ol: gionths." (21a: t6)

This mi-assivr collapse was the begiriing of a postwar

ii~r~nim~iroller coaster air intelligence has ridden up to
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the present time. The scenario has become, predictable. rach

time a war" has come along intellgence has been rapidily bui-It

up. When the war ends it is severely depleted., For example

"as a result of the cold war and Korean crisis the demand

increased for intelligence information to the poi-nt that it

(was) necessary to request (significant numbers of)

additional personnel" in the Hq USAF Directorate of

Intelligence. (22:1) The "Targets Division increased

substantially in personnel strength" to "38 offficers and 261

civilians" in 1950. (23:1) It grew further the-nextt year, to

an authorized strength of 74 officers and 551

civilians. (24:-2) In f act the Ai-i- Force became so deisperate

in 1952 that "due to the cr-iti-cally short supply -o.f prsn1el

for intelligence assignments, arrangements were -made, to

authorize direct appointments" -of officers into

intelligence.(25:12) 'This move is reminiscent -0'f the WWII

mass induction- of officers into air intelligence whic:h

resulted in the quality problems mentioned earlier.

However as the Korean War ended the intelli-gence

personnel roller coaster began a rapid descent. By Juno 11953

"the (Hq USAF Directorate of Intelligence) Deputy IHirector

for Targets suffered a substantial reduction. "(26:1) A

similar situation occurred- during the Vietnam era- The nel:

resttlt of these precipitous personnel drawdowns -and-

expansions was an inexperienced inLelligence- corps jcist whon

the Air Force needed quality intelligence most, dUlildq A
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s-hur)Liny war.

Per-41)rel quality naturally suffered. As one -post--WWTJ

int cI ,yence leader raid, when quality intelligence of'4Fieers

Iie+t af .er the war "They left little will and testament to

prenerve the intelligence story -for the peacetime Air

Force.."(7:1) Some of the highest quality men Army Air- Force

Ilntllgence brought on during the war were "older men--who

had left r-esponsible positions in business and industry to

sor've witCh the Army. With the cessation of hostiliti-es,

HI at( mon were anxious to return as soon as possible to- thei-r

Ci. viliaiin oCCupations;. "(21a: 16) This gutting of air

tilelligenr. e quality caused serious problems in the postwar

pori od. Oz an officer attending the Air- Force Air Commaid

and Sta'f School said in 1949, " until definite -steps are

tzaken to overtcome this quality problem, we run into the-

dLikger of repeating our past (WWII) mistakes of al-lowing the

U.SAr- InLelligunce System to be decadent and

tre ferti ve. "(27: 20) The same officer was worried that

"IrGLuHicienil: prestige and lack of recognition have tended -to

dI W:Courage competent clua[ if ied officers -fr-om seeking

inti:J I igeniv~e assignments. "(27: ,. 1.)

A mattr.:le trai ning mEchani sm could have mi-nimi zed- the

IMnpAL F of mIassiVe irifluXes Of personnel and also contributed

tu improved pirsor n quality. "Un f ... rtunatel-y ar

inti:J ligenc.e training after WWII suffered from the same

urgatri:i atioial urncertainty as the 1-arger Army Air Force
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Intelligence community. The central-i-zation i-mpetusi was also

the primary cause of the training uncertainty. It led to the

discussion of "integrated intelligence schools." (.6:l) There

were plans fbdr "all Army Air Force colleges (to) inr:lude

appropriate combat intelligence instruction." (26:3) But it

was thought that specific intelligence course%, such as tho

photo interpretation course at Lowry Air Force iase (AFE),

Colorado and the Special Staff School Intelligence C'oLrse at

Orlando, Flordia would go away. (28:1)

The Special Staff Course didn't go away but it did move

to Craig Field, Selma, Alabama in 1946, where it wav.s placud

under the Air University. The school had trouble gettinq

started because of the big postwar drawdown. Foir encample ii

sent 56 students to a course to prepare them to be

instructors in the school. -BuL at the end of the courfscw 22

oF the officers were "released -from the service ... du - to

the -Army Air -Force reduction in force." (O: ') Throughout

it's -existance the school suf-:ered from a h-igh Iturnover o+

personnel and- a poor seluction of -students. Despo te th:ese

problems the school established an Air" Irite lig.n.e 5taFi

Officer's Course, a Photo Intel-ligence O+I(icer'E our'se. a

Radar IntelHigence Qf: icer 's Course and somethi n c=al]ed a

U-2/6b-3 cour-e.

Another probl em .For the- Crai g Fi eld 1 sctoo Io was, thn

establishment in 1947 of another intell qcence sclhol. (irider

Lhe rowly created A-ir Training. C'ommand. lhe new ,rhoJ rd \.
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ritr-t tIt Up a.t keesler Field, Mississippi and then moved to

Lowry AFB, aolorado. It's intent was to provide generalized

-hasc intelligence training to officers. But soon a special

ttudy waz aunducted to examine duplication in the two

st:hool%. (311 I-4) Attempts were made to eliminate overlap but

a review by the Hq USAF Director of Intelligence in 1948

StiAll showed "needless duplication."(7:l) As a consequence

-the Craig Field operation was closed down. However in 1950

L.he 'Ita-ff OFWicer's Course was reinstituted at Maxwell AFB,

A1abama.(32:lZ).- only to be closed down again in 1954. (33:26)

Interest-ingly an Intelligence Staff Officer's Course was

-opened, under the overall management of the Air Training

Command at Bololing Fieldq Washington,. D.C& in 1983.

Prior to the reestabLishment of the Staff Officer's

Cc)ur Je the .nly Ai-r Force training avial-able for intelligence

i:J,-F1erw was basic courses, for radar and photo interpreters,

!5IE1NT officers, operational intel-ligence officers and.

-targeting -oH icers. For a brief period the radar and photo

scha-.J0!i were kicated at Sheppard AFBp Texas. However

evwit.6hall-y, I:Ihn.y were -moved to Lowry AFB where the operational

a.nd targetkry. courses were located'. SIGINT training was kept

separ-.Ate at (3ooidfellow AFB-, Texas. Recently all basic

i i-iJ ]igen:e I.:raini ng was moved to Goodfellow AFEI. As

.. ..- m~rd -in -Jni d *_ , r t{ --[ iiteHl i~ence t-raikning iz conducterd. .t-

Tjolling Field aIrng with a cCurse for senior intelligence

o+Pfirers destined to be intellitgence -directors.
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7he c.I 1 ocat ion of a l 1 the basi r; ai r" int0l i or)

S0hool, 1 St. oodfe lnw creates i it'erecstinq pi - bi I i U fr

.j oi nt tra ri tig and o.oi nt underst an di ngq in th1e hi hI y

fragmented i ir intelligence system. The reestablighment of A

I Ai.-f-F air iintelligence course iand the cr*cat ion (if A reniir

i utel i i qenr: offi cer s directo:rs courso if, ,in e:vn ncir't,

proamising dc ?velr.pment. It hati the patentai to :r(,0t lidy

of thought aind dicscussi on that cotld leu;id to the rIevH1 ruIei1 t,

of new air intelligence ideas, philosophies and perhap- ,a

cojherent drv r:trine.

POSTWAR AIR INTELLIGENCE DOCTRINE

The vast air intelligence experi.ence gained in WWIL was

never translated into a coherent doctrine. This lack o ,A

"will and testament to preserve the intelligence story"(/:1)

has haunted air intelligrence -For" the last forty year"%. It

has had a pr-cfoundly negative impact on att.mpt% t.u build .A

coherent intelligence architecture and quality per's.ornnel f1,id

training structure. As a result of this failur-?, in 19,Ob

Major Jneral ames Walsh. the head nf Air Force Intepl11rr i'o

in the late 1950's, could say "I believe it is not: unfAir t.,

state that an professional inte]l:gence peo.ple wc., have her*.ri

dj. sor!pUi.nt i ng]y slow in Understadldi ng the nati r: (if: tho

pr(.,r~sir q pr (..l emi; wtimi.' h ,mre Cu(: root:. n . u... "( ,- .1) II H

. .k of imprmHLAs and direction mtore than i.3 yror-,s''ifter tho

rnd ul i Y v atW1r-1but1h i:, iin larqv pr't. 'to thf, f"J I, t, I,,



The co-locAtion- of allI the~ basic aiir iotenlrl-ilcW

schools at (3oofell1-ow creates interesti-ng passibilit-let -for

j.oint training -arid joint Lunderstanding in the highly

fragmented air intel-ligence system. The reestabl-ishment of a

staff air intel-ligence course and the creattion of a-vienior

intelligence officer's -directors course is an- even -mao

prumisi-ng development. It has the potential to create it hudy

of thought and discussion that could ioad to the d eVO.-tloet I

of new air intel_1ligence i-deas. philosophies and perhips- iA-

coherent doctrine.

POSTWAR AIR INTELLIGENCE DOCTRINE

The vast air intelligence experiesnce gained in 'WWTiI was

never translated tntoi,a coherent doctrine. Thi-s-lack--of a

"will and testament -to -preserve the i ntelIi gence .stoiey P7: -)

has hauntad air intelli-gence for the last forty years. It

has had a -prbfolundly -negative impact on- attempts- ta- build a

coherent intellifgvnce architecture and quaJ ity personnel, anid

training structure. As a reutof this fal-lure., in, 4-95 Q

Major General James__Walsh., the head of Air Force Intolligencer

inl the late 1950's, -could say "I believe it is not -unlixi-r Ax

state that as professional intelligence people we tive beein

disappointingly slow -in- understanding the nature of -t~h ez

pressing problems -which- Are cnnrafrnting tiwf, " C15-aW T) Ti-

Iack of imipetuLS and, directi-on more than 13 yeat's fter. the

end at' WWI-I is attri-butabl ev in large part.~ to thr- -f-iV1 orO( LC)



echelon. Thus Hq Army Air Forco intelligence could not

command the intelligence organization of an operating

command. for example. Ukewi se this would make it i npop-ible

for an operating command in telligence organ ization teo cxjmmand

a winq or group intelligence orrganization. 111)1 'ict in thi-.,

dictum is the idea that intelligence is basica ly a staff

function. 45-1 fails -to recognize the reality of the hii-ihly

operational nature of intelligence.

It is certainly arguable, as General McDonald showed,

that intelligence analysis and targeting are, in fact,

operational. But the "function of command principle"

precludes this possibility. Analysis arid targeting are

considered staff functions, thus leaving them disconne(ttd-

organizationally from the collection function. Collection-

didri, +it neatly- into the "function of command" principle

there' re doctrinally collection organizations were -not

linked to the larger intelligence organizations. (hs we have

seen that resulted in them becoming separate organizations

not tied by command to anyone but themselves. Other t:han

this the major basic fl; , in 45-1p as in 1-40, is that it did

not auuquately establish a relationship between air

intelligence doctrine and overall air doctrine. It -CoId

have been written for the Army or Navy.

In 1956 a Colonel i-n the Air War College wrote; "'WO

still don't have a clearly enunciated Air lntel]iq CJ(rlve
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philosiophy or- ant officialy establ ished- (Air fntelligenca

(Iif- iiv r uarod to air rawer" (20: 43) Variou 0U ~ - Un iverf;i ty

iii~el ligericp course text~s +or staff off icars had been

publis~hed -i3ri(.-e 4S5-1 in 1946. They -loosely covered the

intolli-gence mission bUt were not intended to be doctrinal in

naue d , ~For'-Intelligence Officers, Air Force

Manual 200-3, was published in 1953. But it was basically a

linting of intelligence responsibilities and not a doctri-ne

p uhi i aat i on -

It wasn't untilI 19711, almost 30 years after- WWII, 21

years-- a-fter Korea, and one year after the American wi-thdrawal

-Prom Vietnaim, that the USAF publ ished it's first official

irt&.Ilgere doctrine regulation. Air Force Regulation-

200-15, Air Force -Inte]l i ence Functional- Doctrine, al though

CIAWIEdq was long overdue. It's key problem, as with all the

stmilar documents that proceeded it, is that it fails to

ER-ci f i.LaE-ly link air intelligence with the uniqueV

tr-iql-i rements of air power.

Another, of 200-15's key problems, even in the contex-t o+

the broad intelligence doctrine it does cover, is that it:

downsi't provide arqyanizing principles upon whicrh to base

.i:Lt-e architectural decisions. It does discuss a "Principle

of* (20perat!.On,' mostly in terms of external players. -But it

doesn't provi de gui dance as to how air inrtelligence is

5opcwi J to "%void fragrmernatinn internally. It even
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introduces a concept of "Intelliqence Fusion" bul" iit doep s o

primarily in the context of "highly automated" tc,:hnl(.ogy.

The organizational, personnel, and training implicat-ins of

fusion are never adequately czovered. The 200-15 articulated

"Principle of Flexibility" actually contributes to the

continued rragmentation of air intelligence by proalaiminc

"flexibility in collection (:an be achieved by insuring arcF!cEs

to the largest possible number of indep@eiden col I ction

means.

Chapter 5 of 200-15, "The Intelligence Cyclf," is

seriously flawed and fails to draw on a wealth of hiiztorc1al

experience. Instead of re;*1,cting the highly interacAtive

intelligence process that evolved in- the course of the last

three American air wars, it describes 'ntell-igencu as a

disjointed linear process. It's description of the

"production phase" of the intelligence cyc-le sper-i-fically

leaves a great deal to be desired. It never adequAtely

breaks down the complex interactive nature of -production

which begins with the simple iniferpretation of coi-Iectri

data, proceeds with the relatively complex e-:trapo]atinr.n of

this known data into estimates of enemy action and ends with

a decisive targeting strategy.

The followup to target strategy development, 5,r-pholn I'lle

commander's objectives, such as McDonald did ill crnce it w' I'll

Geneal Spaatz, is not adequately covered-. 20()-if5 I)oes talls
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ahouit -the impnrtance of "Objectives" under principl-es .and

aodr,(-'seb "i !,seli nation" it) the "Intel 1 igence Cycl:e Chapter"

but it never covers the subject holistically., particularly in

the co ext o+ rapid paced air warfare.

The Iast paragraph of 200-16 "Intelligence Management"

bcg*i.ns- to get into the issue of organizing principles, but

only in the broadest way. In stating that "management of

Intelkligence organizations must conform to centralized

overal-I. direction., coordination and control and decentralized

t,'ecution.," it restates a long. standing axiom of broad Air

For-ce doctrine. Unfortunately 200-15 doesn't go much beyond

:hi~~ -broad- organizing principle.

It took Air Force Intelligence ten years to produce a

aiother quasi doctrinal document like 200-15. Thi-s was Air

1--orce Reiculation 200-1p -Air Force Intelligence Mission and
15si, bL lii .es dated June 1984. Jn terms of a- ilarifyirlq

doctrtne 200-I is a step backwards. Like each doctrine or

-quo :,i-doctrine publication of Air Force Intelligence it +ails

'~rt ti-e aur rntel-ligence directly to air power. It also fails

to- iwienion the targeting- function under the "Product-ion- of

Ia E t-qi.lence" section. Targets does get mentioned; in the

"OlpplJi atiorw-. Section" but what might be loosely construed as

o (:,',nter of gravity discussron -gets less than one sentenj:e.

"Ir1htbAJ-ience Management" gets very little treatment and no

orgarOziing priniples are are listed. 200-1 does say that
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organizing principles are are listed. 20U--I does say thcat

the development of intelligence doctri s a Hq LI1SAF A' !*1i

responsibility. With the publication of only one air

intelligence doctrine regulation in the history of the IJSAF,

200-13, this- is a responsibility that needs to be seriously

addressed.
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CHAPTER ZV --THE AIR INTELLIGENCE EXPERIENCE IN KOREA-&

VIETNAM

7he -atr intelligence efforts in Kor-ea and Vietnam ,woLuld

have yre.atty benefitted from the development of a coherent

doc-rine. Ma~ny of the organizational and training lessons of

WWI I had- to be~ relearned because -of a f ail1ure to do thi-s.

I-'rea *nd Vietinm were ibviously much different wars than

WWII-. -A% the landmark "iDarcus !study" on Korea said, "The

prtiblum-post.d by these Asiati-c ArmiLes calls for a revi-sion to

4i(l ii-) doctrine"s (1: 14), But despite the- fact that the wars.

r'r ri.-feert the broad demand -on i-ntelliqence was the same-*

Lo 4 irid= t-hi center of. gravity. -Since these confl-icts were

not st ateeqir war-- in the same -sense, as WWII the center-04+

gravity waz tactical in nature. The tactical center of

j~'d~t -bsicllyboiled down- to destruction of the eriery'-s

Vtold- army. The Air Force's fundamental role in thi-s eBfcirt

wov i ntardi-rtion ol the enemy's -i-nes of commuicatkon.

AIR INTELLIGENCE -IN' KOREA

Tut interdiction againiit. what? None of -the postmortems

(-ini -K~arOLA answer thi-s questi-on. -But t Drcus report Adoes5

rip.m.)~s Iti on,, "equipment Must be devel oped-wich- Wx -il

'ocbp-u i-Fr rAf4' -to.) SP~k-aut and att ack the -envmY_

ef+etctive1-y, even~ when he -i-s -movjinq, dispersiedp -by night cis

wedl -A5 by d~ay, across country which aofers goad-
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cover. ( 114) Thi-s "equipment" f-im is still bei-ng vainl'y

sought 37 years later by the tachnorapture advocateis of witch

systems as "Assault Breakerp " "The- Precision -Location and

8trike System," and an entire fAmi-ly of high-tech hardware.

Some _e~xperts -even think -that human- intelligence anal-yeis and

targeting-can-be largely replaced by computer-derivad

ar-ificial intelligence -contained -in such package~s at, ttle

"Joint 'Tactical Fusion Program."

Bu~t even- the Barcus- reportg in- its more -lucid mdments,

states that- t-he intell-igence probl-ems of Konrua are more

orglanizational and human- than mechanl-ca1l. For etample the

report statcm-0 "-In view of- the recurring sari-ous- irit-'anc*os of

f-ailure to detect the presence of tacticaltly dc~~v

aon cent rrAti ons -of enemy ground 4forces, :Lt muist -be corntsidred

that the command usep of air i ecohnnnassancey ir luctl-nq the

Oriority production and -disseminati-on of intel'ligence' ,..i a

As in WWII this " inef fect iveness " was, caused hy

fundamental architectural and personl probl-ems-that had-

their roots in- -the l ac k of a lear -understand kig of the -role

of -intelligencei This 1last point -Is -underscored by the

BArcuLs- report -when it says, "there -was; a tendanry to epcit

intel-ligence to -higher headquarters at tlie expenu ef 0+Ah

Lower -un itc;. "JI:36) This- inabli:V1ity to prior--iCi-e rfertesJ

'the-lack of a--clear doctrine which further led L-. "i%,' A Sj fc
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mv.!:,cantepton of the mission of i ntelligene-e." (1:'Vol IV, 36)

And duc.trine effected architecture. Air Intelligence

w.A tunstantly reorganizing at all echelons in- an attempt to

fix the combat intealligence problem of finding and fixing

fleeting target, . At the start of the war the "mi-sconception

Uf4 the role mf intelligence in combat operations appears to

have resulted directly from the location of the intelligence

function under the Operations Section of both the Far East

Air Forces (PEAF) and 5th Air Force staffs. Here again, as

in the case of FEAF Bomber Command., evidence is furnished

that an intelligence staff section cannot perform it's

Fipeclalized function acceptably as long as it i-s subordinated

i o th,, perations function. Intelligence in 5th Air Force

did -nut bguyin to accomplish it"z mission effectively until it

w,An of-p,'Arat-ed from, and made co-equal with, the operations

4untcUlon."(1:Vol IV,- 17)

N.ut even aftear ilnteil-gence was made co-equal with

op! rt3 ~t io tt hAd internal architectural problems which

,.-1 111qed it. lragmentation of collection, analyE, s_ and V'V

I:1rAtgU.filg cuntintted to -be- a problem. "There was- no master

pliii ,or thre systematic development of intelligence by the

uti-l1-tt.ioi, of intetligence" from multiple co lec-tion

-'ouruo.(~k ,1)i fc At wasn't unt-il ii-mbst 1951

t;hat "the F"hoto Intelli-gence and Target Siection of 5th Air

Fur-ee demonutrated the lung sought capabi-lity of working
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F_-

together. "(3:56) It wasn't until over a year after the war

started that photo interpreters in a "specialized systmt"

gained access to other sources of intelligence to help them

more fully exploit PHOTINT. (t:Vol IV, 16) 'Because of ttiesa

random and uncoordinated procedures" air intelli-gence "fmi-l ed

'to fully develop" center of gravity targets. (2sVol 2, 15)

The fragmented air intelligence structure seemed to

operate on an ad hoc, day to day basis without even the

J I fundamental understanding that it was supposed to be

searching for something larger than tomorrows expedient

tactical targets. As a FEAF postwar report said; "one

fundamental requirement for execution of any successful

military campaign is knowledge of the enemy." (2:Vol 3, 13)

However intelligence never provided air commanders an

lunderstanding of the "oriental militarist" and- therefore

"failed to predict the enemy's countermeasiures' to air

attack. (2 :-Vol3, 8) "If a more extensive r-easearch e1fort had,

been devoted to the preparation of enemy reaction to .. ir

attacks, a more accurate appraisal of the valtip of ,rget

plans would have resulted."-(2:Vol 3, E)

Consequently targeting, the ultimate aim of: air

-intelligende- -was a di-saster._ The principai tar~qet nj

authori ty, which was chaj red by an air i ntellgqc-rILe .o'f uCr

was the General Headquaters (-(GH]) Target Group. Of the f vrii.

22 targets selected by GHU Targets ".four of them dijd ,noi,
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ex-ist."(1.-IV. 5) Later a cross check was made of al-l of the

6H targets aid it was found "that approximately nineteen

per'ceni of the entire selections of the Group did not exist

And a substantial number of the remaining targets were of

doubtful validity."(leVol IV, 6) "The principle reason for

these fantastic selections ... (was) that the GHO Target

Group was un+amiliar with time honored intelligence principle

of confirming reported information by checking several

Source."(:Vol IV, 6-7) Incredibly even after these

problems were known single intelligence source target

sulJect:ton continued. As the Barcus report says; "the pattern

of invalid targets is not restricted to the early selections

of the Target Group, but is well distributed throughout it's

siveral lists of targets."(1:Vol IV, 7)- Eventually FEAF took

over most responsibilities for targeting. This led. to major

improvements. But even then target "planning was generally

oi a -short range basis, rather than the detailed analysis

required for a major war."(2:Vol 3, 6)

ihil, short range perspecLive resulted, in part, from

ner-rJus personnel and training problems. "The most pressing

prublE'm enrounterd- at the outset of the Korean War was thu

)ark of qualified intelligence personnel to cope with sudden

,ied, For rnWh4t j-nt-,1U-i°F-nre on a 24 hour basi-s.. hll-

Slorchtf l buI- those of an i mmedi ate nature ceased ...

(4, 15). Thi --, perqnnel problem lasted throughout the war
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Intel-ience personnel were "defic.ient in numbeec and

qualificatkons.."(2:-Vol '29 100) For ax-ample stiortagesi of

"qualified photo interpreters (both officer and ai-rmen)

constituted a serious limiting factor to operational

-capabilities ... "(21Vrjl2, 104) Rank imbalan~ces- at all -v1E

and poor assignment practices -were also %I continuingi problem.

Perhaps mott important, many intell-igence personnel %imply

weren't quali-fied to be in the business. For exampleo at thv

67 Tactical Reconnai-ssance Wing "of the airmen assigned 261

had a -Courts Martial conviction or an -Article -15 on their

records, 12:5 were at the 10- -lowest) skill lovel-. and. 1Z.6 had

a bel-ow IV- -(owest -acceptable) average- aptitude 'test. Th i 9

was--a totall of 520-or 21% of the total airmen-personnel

manning. "(2:-Vol 2,_ 107)

The personnel problems-were exacerbated by prior

training. "The Korean campaign provided-more-than enouigh

evidence to bolster the contention that neglect- oi

intelligence training during -peac-eti-me- is a serious mistake.

i-f that point had not been 'painf+ull-y clear at the oubiet al

WWII. The-Far Eastern Air Force's were -woeful-ly lacking i-n

competent intelligence off icers and ai-rmen. The qualitty Of

i-nstrUt-i-on- -i-n inteUl-igence- -school-s mmst he impenoved ..-

-21 7)

Because oF the- problems- wi-th !Btatecuide intc-li.qawrie

trainuinrg "-local action was- taken to- ac4-lvirate the
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'd.L.uatioln."(2:Vol 2, 107) A FEAF course in photo

tit jrprPtatiori was set up early in 1952 at Camp kaisfiir.

.]ar) n. ut o.ven this "supplement" friied to completely solve

ths-, qhutOd ity and numbers problem +aced' by the Air Force in

* I.or-ea. (.:Vol 2, 108)

he air intelligence experience in Korea is remarkably

like that of WWII in terms of architecture, personnel and

training and doctrine problems. Despite very different

cirumstances and the lessons oTf WWII the Air Force continued

to neglect intelligence$ at least at the tactical level. As

a consequence the search for the center of gravity was as

futile in ic52 as it was in 2-942.

AIR INTELLIGENCE IN VIETNAM

Only 12 years later againrst other "oriental militarists"

In Vietnam air intel-ligence had a new opportunity to search

for the center of gravity. But -it had even less success in

thi.s venture than it did in- Korea. Throughout the American

involvement in the war the USAF never decisively struck at

the enemy tactical center of gravity, his field army. In

1972 seven years after the bi-g American buildup began and

rnear the, erid of the direct US involvement in the war, the

pri-rici-pal fAa-r -Forct- targeteer -kin -i-etnam s ajd: "tri-k.inq the

t.l.sel.ing tarqet remained a pr-imary problem area. The normal

II(:,lflnat. fr-ag (task aircrat), and strike cycle which
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requires up to three days were riot adequate to -et trh job

done."(4:16) A 1965-66 report from -eneral Rockly

Triantafeilu, an early Chief of Air Force Intel-ligence in

Vietnam- is strikingly similar. In his end of tour report

General lriantafellu says, "The pae of the Ir- war and the

increased number of combat air units exceeded the ability of

intelligence to optimize the reconnai-ssance and strike

operations."(5.3) In other words air intelligence STILL had

not caught up wiLh air power.

Once again ai-r intelligence had to resort to an ad hor,

make it up as you go along, approach to operations. A%

rriantafel-lu said, "The around the clock-., seven day a week

intelligence operation required all resources to just .stay

one day ahead of the air war. There was very -little reerve

capacity to study the situation and develop the__reatL idwt..

But development of the "great idea," definition of the center

of gravity, is of course the principal tastr of air

intelligence.

As we have seen development of the great idea is

difficult when there is no coherent doctrinal approach-. When

asked if there were standardized air intelligence targeting

procedures in Vietnam one of the principal offi-cers invol-ved

i-n the effort saidP "There were what I would cali ome vorha l

procedures - things that were passed on from one persan -Lo

another; but at the time I arrived over there, th',r"L woi - no
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itandard opr-rating procedures written."(6:8) Not

,_ tr'prisinq] y he went on to say, "It war almOS'L impossibie to

tome, i.tp with a systematic approach to interdi~ction or even

attrition. " (6:8)

Aid ,rn Korea, inter-diction became the name of the

jamr.,. Interdiction in Vietnam generally boiled down to the

....rt force destruction of "choke points" such a! bridges and

river fords. It was hoped that this would deny the enemy use

of hivs logi;-tic lines of communication. This broad target

wtrAtegy appeared to evolve with very little intellig.?nce to

ewither cause its formulation or to verify it's ongoing

MlccerSo. As a consequence it was not widely understood, even

hy operatirntal leaders. As one senior officer involved in

intrairating intelligence into strike operations Said, "...

with respect to ... a strategy that people understood, one of

the things that was never achieved in Southeast Asi-a while I

waq ttere was an adequate understanding on the part of strike

-wing commanders and reconnaissance wing commanders i-nvolved

-in oprations just exactly what strategy was."(7:37)

tratpgy formulation was difficult because of a lack of solid

riAnIi g, vnc e. A-n a former Chief of USAF Targets in Vietnam

tiiid, "... we always have the problem of getting good hard

tritlgenrv, upon- whi-ch- to- bcw our -targets. " Y(8: Z:-

Without yood Iard intelliyence upon which to formulate a /
t,trijet 5itr-ate y any approach to planiriny air operations
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became feasable. For e:xample early in the war the r-Lumbr of

aircraft available was the chief criteria for deciding which

targets to strike. According to a senior targeteer if the

operations planners "had 20 flights of airplanes m.. they

would want 2(.1 targets to fit the 20 flights of airplane. In

some instances this gave us Less than a i0% chance of

destroying the target." (9:2-3) Later in the war a rdl!WWWO

' became the driver of targets. Apparently the Air, Force

got to the point after a whi-le, that (i-t-) di-dn't roolect

targets based on their value, (but) selected the targets to

fit the weapon "(9:8)

Even when the general concept cff afi interdiction

campargn more or less became the accepted strategy, the

selection of specific targets within the campaicjn was driven

more by preconceived ideas thart hard intelligence. F-or a

period bridges seemed to be the "popular" target regardless

of their true value in a tactical center of gravity context.

One disgruntled targeteer demonstrated hoW absurd thins policy

was through a ruse, "... in one case we took a picture of the

Golden Gate Bridge, and superimposed it over some photography

of North Vietnam and put it but in the boondocks wi-th no

roads- -Aeadi-ng to i-t and- faotnd. several operationnal pn#mnepars

who wanted to go out and strike it immediately bf?(.aus there

was a bt;idge standing erect. We told them, "there are .)

roads going to that particular bridge." -They repl.6dc "It
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doeurrt. -male any di.Ffer-ence it- s a lIucrati-ve target." (-7:-26)

In other, cases internal politics -were more important to-

targeting than intel-ligencei- The B-52 heavy -bomber- "'Are.

Itht" str-kkes, for -exampl-e. were often tasked -i-n response 'to

US Armny polAii:-cs accord-ing to a senior Air Force targeteer

moerv~iii i-n the Milit-ary Assistance Command,, Vietnam -(MACV) Hq

in Si-goi. A~pparently Army of f-icers- at MACV -made -there

doxr-lions tin iny-ic such as- "Well- -General so and so i-n I Corps

(ts South Wietnam) -hasn't had- Any stri-kes- ior a -coupl-e of

z~eS o- Tets-' gi-ve -him -a -coupl-e toni-qht. "--012) -Accordi-ng-

-c the Ai r Force tarqeteer "As often- -as noty -the- intefl -i d

r ZflIfimdazo~ wrecoggl-etet-v ignored (eniphasi s added by-

As Dri -WWI-1 -And- Xorea- the fragmentat-ion -of - the-

intt;,Lhrjence structure was -the key rcontr1-butin§- factor -to -the

tarw-ti-ng debacle.i It was- very di-fficult to construct a.

t-,onvtrncJ-ng- center of gr avity- target i ng .campaigon -because of

+hoe -inu-titude of players -i-nvol)ved- in the targeting- busiss,

ril Suuth Vturam -MACV -was the -chief targeti- authdri-ty.

Stri ks 01 the S3outh -often had tc) be- further -coordi-nated-

- thrugh -South Vi-etn-amese potitcal and- il-itary- authori-ti-es.

Thr? outt coUriry.. or North Vietnam, Laobsp- and -Cambodia- wars4

-ir For- e i l n Sagonad h Navyl-s- Task Force 77- operAting

-i Gul-FLt: -cof roenkin. The US Ebsyi Vetie Laos
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often had to be coordinated with prior to air mtriketi in that

country. The quality of coordination between the Navy and

Air Force concerning air strikes varied throughout the war.

but the spl-i-t responsibilities and relAti-ve independence of

operations tended -to mini~mize rather than -mawimize the

coherence of strikes against prospectivo ccvnter of, qrikv.ity

tar-gets. Pl-ayers external to the wary the Joint Chiefs of

Staff and other Washington authorities (including the

President and-his staff), the Commander in Chief Pacifica,

the Commander in Chief Pacific Air Forces, and the Cormjr~fndlr.-

in Chief Strategic Air Comman~d also had a say in t~he -condmtt~

of the ai r -war. each nf these players -h-ad- their own

intelligence and targeting- staff with their own Ayerid-as imd

inrterests-.

Despite- this iargeti-ng- fragmentati-tn--i-t semsi lK-knby

that if 7th Air Force had m0anaged -to de-velop a cohereant

decisive targetinrg stratgy,, backedp it ranabe

intelligence,, then it could-h'ave set t1he- air war atjhdiv

McDoald'-s example of -proving- ail was the- center 'of gravi ty

despite the targeting and -politi-cal fraigmentation of- MWWB 1

a case in-point. The stakes were cortainly hi~jher in, -the

earlier war but good solid intelligence provided the r9 el'linq

power"' necessary -to win, the center o+ gravity Ar-qLtmmet_

Because of the internal architectutral 0ragmentati-ofu

Air Inteligence in Vi-etnAm A -imiltar "seki~iq off ort" '.
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-tov~iJr urxnvin nqly liade.. CoLonei H.P. Smni-th (later a Major

I'itwrl-was Director -of Targets at 7th Air Force during- the

helyth of the bomb-ig campaign. He provides us with the key

ri~in far- this -failure. "The fact Is -that in -1967 and 1768

in *7th -Air Force Intelligence there was not nhearly as much

fum;iar of all source intell-igence as there should have

been. 1 (11126) The continuing- functional di-vi-Sion -of the Air

Force into- separate -channelized- collection- and analytical

-d:L-sciVpiinns -made allI source fused production- of intell i gence-

ox-traurdiflAri-ly di fl,.icul t.

The first 7/th-Ai-r Force -Deputy- Chief -of -Staf'f +or

Intelli-yencoe. Gner-Al rain-tAfeIlu,_ attempted- to- overcome

-Wis functi-onal-ist approach-and get the air intelligenc

commun-ity- ti work as a fusion team-. But as -he- said,9 11t. -was

ihev -time it -took to- convert the available- intell-1igen

spcilst-with their vari-ked- experiince- -into an- ef fecti v

combaxt i-ntelligence -orgaiii-zation. 'that prevented mxmzn

+hf .f +ull zeapability of the Air F&-ces ~6 The -fact i-s-b

the "qiect did" acti-vely -rersted- the General'-s.- efforts tc-i

brooak down the -functiwl. -approach. Theref ore he- took

ex-triv.rd m.Ary stops to reate a -hil-i t ic combat i ntelligence

-:r -e-ampi e., Tri-antriflu took- h i-nbigts y

r.4timrr -Lieutenant Colonel Jjm- Enney (ae Major

(3crneral),9 and -put hi-m in- charge -of spec-iaVIy rcreated hybrid
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targeting/PHOTINT 'team known As the 'Targjet Intalligiinco

Center (later called the Target Development Center). The

center was designed to fuse all source intelligence under the

firm hand of Enney, a targetter. Enney, in a interview after

his Vietnam was completed, correctly explains that fotslmn war

nothing new (as we have seen McDonald had his people dO it in

WWII-). But as he said, "I already told you that theroe was

nothing new learned down there, somebody knew it and forgot

it .. "(12:10) -He proceeds to expand on this doctrinal

failure, " One of the most important lessons ... ralearnf-d

was the absolute requirement that personnel be

mission-oriented. We had people over -there who thought that

you shouldn't tell a photo -interpreter anything abo.tt what he

was looking at because he would have started seeing thinqs on-

a target. That is one school of thoughtp but I don't

subscribe to it. Personnel must continually be provi~dd

available data on the war effort and the various -short and

long term air campaign objectives. If a guy undvrstand;, that

he does a much better job."(-12: 10) Enney also wa. a str'riq

believer in all source analysis. He says, "In. ur Targe.t

Development shop we did what General TriHntafelliu l'Ifl:.wt to

call fusing, although because of security probiems, i.., weU

didn't 'have that many guys- cleared (for SIGINT), we had to 410

over to the warning van to use (SIGINT ) . The (SIG INTGN

i nfopmation was sanitized and we were able -to use 4itx,- we

CHAPT IV i0 AIR IF!]ill



wcmll Id cd y ray there wis a lot 0f activity in a cerI ait area

end not indi cate where the inf ormation came from. (12:,O-11)

Unfortunately after General Traintafellu and Li eutenant

toilonel Enney left Saigon the PHOTINT function became

reparated from the targeting function again. Colonel Leopard

Dull the 7th Air Force Director of Targets in 1969-70

detscri'es the siLLution targeting "could have been more

e4Pfer.tive i+ we had had our photo interpreters worki-ng more

closely with analysts. We were separated there and you lose

the face to f ce exchange whure the analyst can guide the

phok:o interpreter a little ... "(8:13)

lieutenant Colonel David Blackbird (later a Colonel) a

senior targeLeer in the period immediately after Traintafeliu

and Enney left (1966-67) explains the functionalist problem

in much the same way, it "Became more and more clear to me

... that the people engaged, particularly in photo

exploitation, simply must have contact with all of the

infr-iation in their particular area, including strike

oper aIlrn - wihats being struck, the rationale behind it,

what enemy av t:iJvities or lack of activi-ties motivated a

par i acciar ,I rategy :or a stri Pe. (-7: 20) But as he says, "I

Lal vrl to 'i number of (PH[OTINT) people engaged in the target

developmert pro~ess who were what I will call source focused.

Thoy '-iimply didn°t believe that a target existed uriless they

rntuJ, d vee 1. on a photo. "(7:20) He points out that -the-
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PHO'INT leader's were ignoring SIGINT for e:ample. DlackbirrJ

"discovered that, though instructions had previously exi.tdc

with respect to the exploitation of SIGINT for targeting.

this had fallen into disarray and disuse."(7:20) In oth&,r

words air intelligence in 7th Air Force had stratified alona

functional lines much the same way it had been in 1943 and

1953.

In fact it became so stratified that the lower level

workerts in -the functional areas began to ond run the ;Formal

functional structure in an attempt to get the job dode. Fcr-

example junior officers and enlisted personnel in- 7th Air

Force's pr-imary PHOTINT organization, the 12th Rpcnnai,,siianc,

Technical Squadronp were taking "hot" photographs wi th

lucrative targets on them directly to the targetmers whn were

integrated into the strike decision making mechanism, in an-

effort to get timely attacks made. As 141ackbird says, "This

of course wired completely around the entire (functional)

organization ... but the structure is ... such that 14 ynur'o

going to act very rapidly ... you simply have to work oit

some system for conveying information ..."(740-41) The:

functionally oriented air intelligence "system" was just

simply unab ite to rapidly convey the information. Arid the,

information that it hao o convey was not at[ Sonr(_& ili

nature. As General Traintafeil-lu said, the air rit:i L'nc,

system was incapable of keeping- up with air power.
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The only air intelligence organization that appeared to

come, clu,e to meeting the timeliness and accuracy

requirements oF tactical air power in Sotheast Asia was Task

Force Alpha. Task Force Alpha was a hybrid organization

created in Thailand in 1967. It was specifically responsible

for monitorirng acoustic and seismic sensors implanted along

North Viet-namese lines of communication in the Laotian

paiihandle area known as Steel Tiger. This program, with the

overall code name Igloo White$ was designed to detect

logitic movement along the trail network in Steel Tiger.

1-4sk Force Alpha fused the sensor data width human

Intell 1gence reporting (primarily from special teams located-

aloniq the tr' il nret) plus PHOTINT and SII'INT. Intelligence

and t-rgetig personnel would then provide the resultant all

source product directly to operational personnel co-located

i n Ta k Force Alpha, known as Sycamore Control.

Sycamcore Control had the authority to directly task

air:rrrl~ft attacks on the intelligence derived targets. "rhi~ s

c.)-used looip process reverified the WWII lesson provided by

Spaat:: and McDonald that intelligence and operations must he I
rx rt of a r.:eamless process. Of course gi-ven the tactical

.tl _e o+ t:Iio, war in . outheAst Asia the intderaction o4.

opatw.0,ior J and int el-1-ger.e had to occur lower down the chain

)l: +rcoiiand:1, btt the fundamental principle -is the same. As

the Chief ofl: Trqets at Task Force Alpha said, "I think, that
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the need to have a §ood intelligence organizatAon, whtiih WA.

essenfially represented by Task Force Alpha, co,-Iorated with

a control element (Sycamore Control) is an absolmte

must ."(1018) "Good intelligence" was provided by having

photo interpreters integrated into Task Force Alpha ria that

face to face discussions cbuld occur between tarqeteet ,

analyst and photo interpreter. Unfortunately the Ta,'M: For'r-

Alpha story was the exception to the rule of a fragmentetd

functionally organized air intelligence architec-ttre in-

Southeast Asia.

Clearly centralized command -of air intelligence was

required to 'fix the problem of fragmentation. General

Triantafellu' s "effective combat inteligence organizatikn"

or General McDonald's "Air InteLl-igence Command" were

required to bring cohesion and focus. As the senior

targeteer at Task Force Alpha said, "I do feel that there are

more steps we can take toward the integration of moe sourci,

of intelligence at a single focal point under good

management. I think if we achieve that sort of objectivi,"-

pulling all of our intelligence into a central point in the

cois.bat theater for target development p.rpases -and ablilment,

purposes we will improve our targeting. (10: 17)

Unfortunately a single air intelligence and target rig command

focal point was never established and stil] drie,!c, n.ot' oit

within the American Tactical Air Forces.
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Air intell igeice in Vi etnam suf fered from -many o_+ the

, vm persvonnei and trai-ning dif4ficulties that were see n in

Kortr- cnd WWII. largeteers., the mosit aritical -element i-n

wartime intrilli-gence, were particul-arly ill equipped to

-hikndle their raspunibili4ties. There was no formal targ-ets-

5chool during- this era and no "manuals that -tell a- person~ hbw-

to i ~eloct targets. " (11I-:ZCI) Since most of the targeteers came

fromn tho Strategic -Air :Command- where fixed large- target

co-_mpJ exas were the -norm, they -were not prepared to deal with

the bighl17y mnobile- ambi-guous -targeting envibrnMent -of

Southeast Asia., Consequen-tly there was- A steep- learning

curve invol-ved-. As Colonel -bull sakd, We had very few-

qulf~dtargets of ficerfs- In- fact, there- was -one- ti-me when-

we had Just ufne indi-vidual with weaponeerilng-trai-ni-ng. Most

of- the -people we 'had- -were -entry level people&q mostly froml

Ett.0c ic Air Command- Wing Intelli4gence _programs.(8i

The~ ai-r intellilgence -trai-ning -apparatus -was -as- poorly

prupiarizd -t:) handl-0 Vietnam -As it had -been- Korea. -The -Ai r

Intell:genice Trai-ni-ngl Zenter had- -to- make- "..signifiCant

ch~anqp% Jn- r.ourse mnateri4als as a. resurlt of l-essonst learned i-n

Vienam" i~3 1)Inthe menime intelligence -operati-ons

LAu4fPre d. As -oneT young 6+44icer sai-d, .. realy- Ont

thi-nl the jpeople,. including- inyelf_. were- properl1-y prepared

-for~ tlinee iai-tsi gnments(tVinm)."1:1-2

Aitr intel-l-igence i-n general was-not prepared for
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VieOtnam. General Hunter Harris the Commandor kin th i ef -ol

Pacific Air Forces from 1964 througjh 1967 saw the -perfoarmance

of Air intelligence from a front row seat in the early clays

of the war. He commented in 1967, two yeiarse after, the

begining of major air operat-ions, that "adequate n

it still -acking."(M~63) In 1973 as Ameri-ca began -ts piull

out Of major forces from tile war it was "still lack'ingr."

The 'most remarkable aspect of this failure instha1: it

stemmed from thd same basic causes that have eeti-sted si-nice

WW-I. The archi-tecturtilp personinel And training, a~nd

doctrinal problems si-mply were neve -r fixed,.

Carl K.aysen's 1947 comments in -CHAPTER 11, f-or oxampl,,

about intel ience architecture in WWLI are in~tilve. Jtw.

worthwhile to remember- his di-scussion of the Allie-d Centrat

(photo) Interpretation- Unit at Medmehhamp in whi-ch- tho

commander thought "that interpreters should be kept fr'V 'i"

contamination by' other inrtell -i-gence in-Formation,- leI05,tc

-information bias their interpretati-on."1 Contrast tht: wt$ i

the strikingly similar comments by Jim Ereney that "We hiAO '.

people over there (in the 13th-Recownaiskiance Technicali

Squadron), -who thought that you- shouldn't tell a phato

inrterprete r Anyt-hing a bou.t what he -was look-ing tit boc-alfe tie

would stAirt seeing things on a target. 102#-4-()- Thcw, bASIc

functionalist "source focused"- mindiset that led-tco a

fragmented- air intellig4ence orrjani zati onAl ac~tc;,r--.c
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riot ci~ied -.t all

Nor werv air intelligence personnel any more well

preparemd car trained to fight ini Vietnam than they had been in

Kortia. Rvirail the barcUs report claim that "The most

pressing~ problem encountered at the outset of the Korean War

was the lack of qualified intelligence personnel to cope with

thin tmdden rnepd for combat intelligence on a 24 hour basis.

A.ll {ionctxucriv bmt those a+ an immediate natUrf.e ceased

t.-( 1P52-) Crintrast this with Geineral Triantafel lu:'s

ri-.mmLent tha .t "It was . .-. the time it took to convert the

.-tvaable intelligence secialists with their varite-d

cixperi ence -t rito an effectivye cormbat intelligence organizatiotn

M.h.t prevented maximi-zinrg the -fttll rapability of the A~ir

-iorcor. r'ho aruund the clock seveni day a week intolligonce

operation riequirad all resources to just stay one day ahead

of -thc, Air war. There was very little time to develop the

grtiat idea." Uli:1lU)

(irmt ie ras are generally tn~t created in a vacum. They

come from the wel-l-spring of focu-sed thought that is

conitai-nd in cA coherent doctrinal foundation. This-is

particularly vital in the early chaotic stages of war when

-the -fog and -frictturn are most prevalent. the role of

i iw-gunrct i -- to provi- -focus, to, help- +ormtil-ate

objectl-vft, to f-nd t:he center of gravity. B~ut as; each of,

O~mr-icas m1dern wars hL-s shown this is impossible without a
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coherent air intelligence doctrine. As GenpaI Spaat? said,

"air intelligence is unique" and therefore it requires A

unique doctrine. But General Arnold's comment that "Our past

concepts of intelligence needs were insufficient to cover thw

basic requirement of modern war," which sounds very simi I r

to the Barcus Report comment on the Korean war that ther wa*

"a basic misconception of the mission of intelligance,"(:Val

IV,-16) indicates that such a doctrine was not avai-lable in

the i950s'. And by the 1960s'and 70s' ... things -were st il1

being passed from one person to another ... with nothinq

written..." (6:8)-
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CHAPTER V - AIR INTELLIGENCE TODAY

The A~i r For(-eF can't a1>fof.rd- to go into the next war

withnut a~n understanding -a+ what the "air intT 1 CignCe

m2I-~on i~. ~ite- ewell past time 'to "write" down basic

princi-ptes h[o gui-de the formatioan of a coherent air

Hitt1ijr~~eSySte-m to Meet future challenges.

In the~ postwar era- strategic air i-ntell-igence

received must of the attention whlFe the tactical air

Ltt-Lyjornte worl-d was a poor CouASi-n- _despit e the +act that we

fug~ht -two tacti-cal air wars during the peri-od. Today there

vi en-ver-qence of demindt facing the tactical and strategic

,v-ir iritedligerice wari-ds. Tactical ate~ wars -will sti- bu

r--imarkl y ki vol-vod- with f-i ndi ng, fleeting targets, principialtly

L -ri vnmyls logist i-c support and hi-s fiel-d army. The -change

Ii,Ar, -coimp i-n the str-ategic world. Todays strategirc

couriterforce. tar-geting must i ncreasl nigl y concern i te wi-th

MOIJ l~e targe~ts such As the new Soviet Interconti-nental

-Eit l-O-itiv Missilhi the SS-25- and, trainborne command pdsts.

1hrnor, his broad -princ-ipi-es Which govern air irite1lJiterice

durtrine i-n- the tactical world- will -also be appli-cable- in- the

;L ra t eqI c -wr1d, Thus the remainder of thi-s paper-, whi-e

pr J-mi1. ly devn~fid to air intelligence support o+ tactical- air

AIR INTELLISGENdE CHALLENGES
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The tactical air intelligence agenda for the

forseeable future has been set by the evolution of U8 Army

Doctrine. Modern Army Doctrine, which evolved in the 1970s'

and matured in the 1980s', is known as the AirLand Battle"

Army Field Manual 100-5, Operatkns. articulates the AirLand

Battle doctrine in center of gravi-ty terms. For exampla, it

states that the essence of operational warfare "is tho

identification of the enemy's cointer of gravity - hi. u mrr&

of strength or balance - and the concentration of nuperior

combat power against that point to achieve a decisive

success." (I10) 100-5 goes on to say, "At any level-

(strategic, operational or tactical), identifying the enemy's

center of gravity requires extenive.knowledge of his

organizational make-upt operational patterns and physical and-

psychological strengths and weaknesses. "(I: 180) (aining this

"extensive knowledge" is one of the primary tasks of air

intelligence in the AirLand Battle.

According to 100-5 a major task of the Air Force fn

AirLand Battle is to strike deep against an eeiemy'5 -+ortm,,i as

-they come forward to the battlefield. These force. , cc--mmnly

known as the second echelon, will be "delayed, detroyed or,

disrupted" by airpower in air interdiction or "4llow-on

forces Attack's" before they can aFf'cot the outcmo cf th e

forward battle being prosecuted by United 3tateii. Ar'1y - crre

agai nnt ih. enemy' s first. echelon.

The attack of follow-on forces is not new Avir forr-
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,,'raty. it was the basic approach in Korea and Viatnani.

IFIowrsvr#r,, tday's AirLand Battle doctrine and the fo llaw-orn

f~or-et,, attack targeting strategy were promulgated for a more

urgorn 5,t: u4 of reasons. The principal driver was the

tni:reat4ingly questionable credibility of tactical and

'-tr:atwtlic nut-)iN'ar deterence in light of a massive Soviet

bAildup in nuclear -forces. At the same time conventional

striking power has improved by an order of magnitude because

Do. technological breakthroughs in the area of microcircuits.

Thi. Hnventlon and dramatic improvements in the "chip" have

led- t) the development of an entire new family of precision

wapons -and rlated delivery systems. Head of pin laser

guided and el-rctro-optical bomi)s and .very accurate

acquitsition ssnars have made the AirLand Battle doctrine and

fol-low-on force; attack targeting strategy feasable. They

hav- also p-Lan(.ed tremendous new demands on United States Air

Forcu -Air Intelligence.

Air intelligence is the key imperative to success o+

-n1trjw--on forces attack. Only air intelligence can provide

the ,rtter of- gravity targets required. Army spokesmen have

urintoquivicalJy stated that the "linchpin ... to the entiro,

V olJow-on +torces attack operational concept., is accurate ,ind

timwly ntJ.l iigrence on enemy forces ... " (2: 131) Army Field

1rlnua-t lX 5- .-1 so ztatr . that "r-aolIcti-rg thi-n 1pcr~i~sta.dir -

t-ritform&.l iron t"-,'ni i"'-e' I. nte J.Ij -orL(C from all sourc.es, incl -ri-

Lac " t .1r al a ,i:ratuqic riensors. " (2: 131)
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The basir task facing- air intel--igenrce i% the dotifti.ur

o decisive center of greavity points of altack in nar real

time within a potentially massive and highly mobile .toi-1liow-ori

force target set. Thi is no mean feat an air intel,!igenc"

found in Korea and Vietnam. Evert the highly regarded Isreal i

air intelligence system found this di-fficult to do durinq the

1973 Arab-Isreali war. On numerous occassions Isira11 RF--4

reconnaissance aircraft shot photos of Eyqptian suppL.y

columns back~ed up at vaeious choke points in the desrt.

However before the photos could be processed, assemsed and

the information delivered to operational decis:on miakerI th.*

Eygptlan trucks had dispersed.

The US Army is attempting to improve on the 9A- arid

Isreali record with a concept they call intelligencen

preparation of the battlefield. Intelligence preparatiran of

the battlefield basically consists of getting ready, nbw to

fight the war. The USAF has not established a comp'arable

approach. An Air Force Intelligence preparation f -tfie

battlefi-eld approach coul'd be broken down into threw' lroad

Categories:

.. The first category might be termed one of FOCUS.

This, would consist of the peacetime definition of a pre,l!-

enemy fotl1ow-on forces attack center of- gr ,vi ty. TodAy the

conventional wisdom is th-at gerieric "tn," in aeec~i iriny

f.ornmations are the center of gravi-ty. i-owover, iji-v i tthe

large number of "tanks" in such theaters as Conrtra', ViIr
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Ih-i ~ 'i.no girr-. I -l-ely to3 be moie e- a~ center u4 gravity than

jj4. ak ( tr- rii t pr-'ductJ on -w5 i-n the hombi-fig (,)f &.ruitkriV i n

WWA T 11I h*roi~forl? a--more detzai -ed "tracing" process is~

i-oc&,itytr-d to pinpoint decysi-ve vulnerAbil1itief7 which migyht

-~~within a tank< formation ir army. -Perhaps, for -example.

,A kuy command and control node or logistics bottleneck.

.. The second category could be char-acteri-zed as one of

ot'-Atbt hingc a PROCESS. Thjr~ .1-v the requtrement to can,:-Lrttct

ill C.~ . cri 'tts dfld wa~r, a proc~essing sy!-;tem to direct tli' ,

ro01lcoutr:iort (.0 mmLItJipe sourcris a+ k-n'frmiation on pitn i-

fOcl-ow-on- lOw-ces at-tack centers of gravi~ty, relpidly fuse? thivs

datat in-to- ai hol-istic ar0- intv1iligence- picture o+ th-e,

#;Itt in n and then pinrpoint potent-i-al centers of gravity f-or

cunimaner --nterst or 0n wa~r, for attack.. The

'fonvenriocnal wi -o in. th-e -soAir irtel-i gence community tod.ay

iI ' i-tki IXoJ i(-tli-onl ania-lysis and dIssemi nation are separate

'Jt'~ pi ne:.resqui rtng s.-eparate organi zat ional archi-tecturwi'

HO)w d,4 ar-f Ifjn'-h iny and the trcmordous

ompJX. ~tiPIt -Of the f+fLow-)on forces~ attack strategy demand a

LhItww to thJS- approach. A change which rec~ognizes that air

intri-t I iLr'nrc, is a highl-y interactive process demanding all

ope at:t-~uii r ,j-etati on from the dissemirnation end of the

int-0 I i-i-enc,e ryrl-e to -the, coll-ection end.. To be successful :a-t

~CtLIIr coall .*-l~i tri Lel i.Igerit-P4 itimanad itruc ture in con tru I of

'-1-1s iiH-re p' jcO4? and a Icorlt-ring dialogue wi-tb +iyinc; oid

ir i pr ' :ioaIdci sion oiakersi



f. Thr, Final category might be termed PEACETIME

PREPARATION. This basirally c.urnsilt.i tof oc-:erci smil4q the

established air intel-ligence process in p'eac.,tine .U inaur-.

its-, validi-ty to meet peacetime air intellig er. needs- and i:xi

prepare a perunnel cadre to operate in. war. An unwit-ting,

°hut active, partner in this e+fort in the potential eeimy.

,"ince he mu.;t exercise his forces in peacetime and .iince we

have an active air intelligence apparatus which xi, clmarfl,-4l

with monitoring his activity the focus and the prceos c:aml U10

tested constant-ly in near-real-t ime in the real wor'EId: Nuct

only does this insure the validi-ty of the air intellligence

process and focus but it al-sb insures that air inte-1JiijnCC

personnel are being prepared to meet-the demands of the

follow-on, forces attack strategy.

Unfortunately one of the 4-ew steps that ai-r .inte-liqoxnc%

has taken in this direction has fall-en by the wayside.. 'ti.vL,

was the process known as Rapid Targeting Capabi-lity F;utrpm ,

which was -started by -General Chuck Donnelly, .orm1:mer INGI.At- .

and his DCS Intelligence, :General Lenny Peroots. It wai., a

attempt to establish a joint Army-Air Force IiteJ] igqemmri-

systems architecture to rapidly collect. fuse and toelml-nal- y

target, with strike 'planners, real world mi-lit:ary e :eri-

act -it-y. -Rap-id- TarOtijnq. Capabi.ity.LurO was forw-r dhd ri.

Hg Army and Air Force- in- Washngtc'm as the .2nd t nil- tttvo

uider the- h'.gh visabi1-ity aoi.nit Army/Air Force ]i, i -Lat-1-v!,.

Prugram est.abli-shed by the res,pemac_-tiv., (. hie4-s nf t I hi-S
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I tt~r procj- rim. agireed to -iri an Mcmiranclu of+ Agr'eemnent '.i'qied

iv, thu Chief-, in May 1984, was designed to 'fixc lonq staeda.n

prib-t-NwI, thrmiglh the imtabli-shrnent o+ joint doctrine and

Jit ni+Undinql of programs. Certainl1y deep target-inq of

+Jiow't-Ing tarciets wal a loing standing probtem wor-thy of

rei..?Imti-rm- i-t-s sti-1l a pr-oblem. As the Joint Injitatlives

u tudI' poi-n I otut, "Fild ex er-cses (such as Rapid Targeti ng~

f,;npAh-1ii-y Utrupc?) on -the rear area battle had revea-led ane

..Acut rnfed ivir more intelligence and -target support for that

I-.m~cd- -af (AiiLand -Battle,"3iU In other words nothing has

(:ha4rcted nince WWIL, I~orea or Vietnam. However, despite thi-s

'eetpnucirl' iiiitat-ive 32 ties doirmat at this- time.

(1zear 1-y Aa.r intelliqgence fUst begin to- wor-k on

intelJ i jtrie., prepiar'ation of the batt-lefield. and it' s

unrmiitant rapid target ing, problem. Thi-s prubi em

-1-~doia'y will, be both simplifi-ed. aiid compli4cated by the

pr-14J-V~rati t of technol ciqy that the-Air-Land Battle doctr ince

Aiid follow-on forces attack targeti-ng )strategy generated.

THE AIR INTELLIGENCE TECHNOLOGICAL CHALLENGE

Oie of -the principal, technological chal~tenges f.-e a-tr

ixe ci i enrc , teta the hi s'.ur-c-al- pr'obl efis of stayknq ahead o.)F

op'r I ion-lr apAbi Vi ti ~s. In essencE- air i ntbll-i gO_[1ze -AU't

- -,,tle-t~e ~--er~--y ad- '~in-1t~t"'f' ai-r Rower. -Mcir'shia'1

NiMt i-ka 11car-kov, former Sovi-et CIhi-e1' of the'Genfie!al Sta-14 "And-

cm FHoad f+ 'the Western -Hi-gh Conmanl 'facing -NAIC 0, has
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characterized the new high-tech conventional weapons boing-

produced in the west as having the same characteri.stics av

weapons of inass destruction, i.e, nucl-ear and chmical

weapons.

Ogarkov is correct. A WWII heavy bomber group equipped

with the accurate Norden Bomb Sight and B-17's capab'l of

carrying increased bomb loads were able to destray a critiLal

industrial complex in WWII-. Today one F-111 with perWc-ision

guided munit:io:ns can, destroy the -most critical w"lempht withivi

a -critical industrial, military or logistics target set. fn

V / oI:her words accuracies have improved by an order of

magnitude, resul'rting in a signi.fi-cant increase in potenti-al-

air power leathality. The pivotal qvestioan today, aei it. wa%

i-n WWII, is-, "what's critical," and given the improved.

mobility of most potential target sets, "where is it?" Air

intell-igence in WWII failed to answer thi-s question in

Europe, until late in the war -- it didn't match the-accuracy

of the operations it was supporting. Based on the recent

experiences in korea, Vietnam, and in the fnrementioned very

recent "field exercises" it i-s still behind the air power

curve.

But technology also offers !ome promise of htippi-ng air-

intelligence get ahead of air power operations. As a ruent

Rand study said, we "... are on the brink of a migni-gii ,iL

breakthrough in real-t!ieIe combat intelligence collectiiw ardt

disse.mination."-(4: 10) The TR-i (upgraded U1.1-21 driva.-
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li Artir.%Al Rc-iLnnat! sance System, Joint Stars (JST(RS)-.

IPretisidn Location Strike System (PLSS), Assault Breaker %id

-oilier hicjli-tech collection cAnd strike systems promise to

rrividw a -flood of near-real-time sensor in-formation. They

are taday't. tactical Pie Faces, Pied Pipers and Daisy Maes.

Unfortunately there is a growing body of opinion in the

toctitral operations community, with some support by high-t~ch

advat-ates in the intelligence community (primarily the S-IGINT

LOMMunity). that direct attacks on this Liraralyzed

-twliijence sensor data is the wave of the future. In fart

PLSS, Jr-31ARS, and other- like systems are predicated on

exactly th-itr concept. This approach, whi-le certainly solvingi

the i utel-igeqonce ti mel i-ness problem, -is likely to -cause

zoriUut3 accuracy difficulties. It presupposes that every

t,.asf t-i a celiter of gr-avity in and of: itself, somewhat al:Ir

iFr) the "bricdqe( mentality" that gripped operational planniers

iii Vietriom. This approach also ignores the demonstrated

i cVe and- deception capabilities of even the most primati ye

oif our, pUtenLia) enemies. This does not negate the-growing

'I~ii-it~ct-onand speed of the emerging high.-tech sensors. -

RAther it kmpliesr that the air architecture must be

r~itriicttred if the USAF hopess to fully capitalize on these

-1w WNC APALIJ I J- tU e%.

rtii chmllenges Iacinq thle air intell1igence LOMMUni ty i V'

1-o tt.irn th-is f lood of rapid + ire -data into meaning-ful center

cf gra~vity I:argetirig information for timely attack-. The
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h3igh-t~ch advocates have an answer to this chailEvhrjm in th

form of potential new information proceninq t~ihioto~j1iO%

suich as the Jo~int Tactical Information Distributicin Byreteni

-(JT-IDS)- and the Joji-nt Tactical Fusion Program (aJTFFP)-. i ie

most optimisti-c of the technolrjy true believers thi.rik that

the use of artifical intelligence in these system- can

r - place human intel-igencc. analysis. Tn fact -tho (7comiuLor-

hardware to do human like think-ing is al-momt Avail-able. The

raw power and--biazing speeds of -tomorrow's super comypuiirm

ts., as -a recent Time magaz-ine article- said, "4eyohd -huimanl

comprehension. 11 (51054-)

P~ut a:-: -th~e Time ar-tic-le al so points out "The paradlox at

the heart of today-i-,COMPUter scienco -is. that tho mdrat

Oowerful computing machines Are Ossenti'ailly d~tmb

bru~tes..,- " (5:_56) In other words -the hardware rrovoi-uJtion and

the ko-twar e r-pvol ut-i-on (s~of tware 'bei ng the progrtims. or-

brains bf the computer) are at fi-fterent -stages of

development. -Without sm~rt software J 1FF Qnd 3.1 ID)S -r,

s1iMply collections of -machinery. -Not surprisingly bnith

programs- are suff eri-ng huge cost overrtins and -delays- -ill

procurement because of chronic software -probl-ems.

Even if breakthroughs in software technokogy atllow Lhe-

develoment of artifical intelligence m-pert or kniowlego

bAsed systems a majar probhlem Wi-lsi remain. The~ probiemr 'i

that there are very few,, x+ any, people- in air rneal-4iyonhro

-t-oday who Aro "ex:pert or knowledlgable?" -enouIgh to thc-Ip) thoi
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,uftwarr: wi.,ardt produce programs that can thi nk 1ike an

.Analyst or targeteer. The Army is doing its homework on the

c o, battlw wi th its intelligence preparation of the

battlefietd work. But as was pointed out earlier no one in

air intelligence is doing comparable work for follow-on

4rjr-(ces attac in the deep battle. air intelligence must

producet a cadre of smart analysts and targeteers who think

and bruathr: intelligence preparation of the battlefield on

the elhep battle as part of their day to day jobs before

ortLf 11-a 3ntelligence software for the J1TFP can be

devel oped.

Ill the meantime the sensor revolution is likely -to be

,omewhat akin to the radar revolution of WWII. Radar made it

pmusrjible to determine "something" was out there. But it tookl

human to characterize what that "something" was and-what

par-ti of it were most important to attack. Ihe task +ac:ing

air intelI igence in the sensor and automation age will be

MImilJar bui infinitely more complex.

Tho complexity results from the amount of high spc.ed/

,4mbiquL t3 i0wf ;rmatiron coming from a variety of medi a Whi=I

mt4l: be de:Ali with. All of the, various air intel-ligence

oiJ eJ.1 .on and ana]ytical disciplines will have to work as a

iyner'qlstir kr'am to determine the "something" thats out

tlor r,. Oir-(e tLhat , s determ-krned the targeteer working_ wiT lii

flI1 op,-rat rcnal planner will have to determine what to'atack
wh':~,~n, "['hit preEupposes a hierarchy of tasks arranged .i, a
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vertical processing continltum from (1) simple intnrpi-etation

of a partLcular medium, such as PHOTINr, through (2) .o i.mci

of multiple .onurces of interpreted data, to (3) aperatio'nal

analysis- of the fused product in an effort to characterize

the developing battlefield situation. and finally to (4)

determination of centers of gravi-ty for immmdi ate and Innq

range tArg+1tin( in. cornjunction with operationAl pl air'spir.

Implicit in this highly operational process is a sinq.tLarit'y

of command direction and constant interaction up and. down t-Lh

process to ensure all source, all discipline interactin.

This all source, all discipline vertical i-ntel ligance comnd, ,,

structure must be base lined with a coherent doctrine.
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CHAPTER VI -- AN AIR INTELLIGENCE DOCTRINE,:FOR THE FUTURE-

I-t i!E well past time 4+or air inteV11gencve -to

translate- it's- experiences from- WWII, Koreap Vie~tnam- and

recent field exercises into a coherent doctrine speci4ical-ly

aimed at supporting air power. 'This doctrine mlus~t be rootfed

in historical experience but al-so must take into- aecca:utit~ nw

technologies and theories as they become available. It mus.t

serve as a spring-board to acti-on in terms of organki-iationl~

architecture,, -personnel policy -and training.

The remainder of this paper is intended to serve~ aa a

point of-departure for development of' stichKa doctriniu- ft

provi-des -histarical-ly val-idatei key 4reat for cbrisidceration-

in future doctrine development. Hopefully it will ispur an

ongoing dialouge on-the vital iissue of desi-gning an air

intelligence doctrine spec-ifically to support ai-r power.

AIR INTELLIGENCE TO SUPPORT AIR POWER

How can- air Intel-ligence be tied more clotiely tzo ai-r

power? It has to start wi-th a consideration of-air power

doctrine. -Air 'Force Manual (AFM) 1-1_- k&aalC A 01N~r,

D ctringi of thejJaitdLtatejs rpr; is tho -Air Forceis

ba-si-c doctrirkalbbe 1-1 makes it_ clear that air-pwri

fundamfental-ly offensive in nature. The ulti-mate quAl of -All

Air Force- being- destruction of an enemy's cenlter o-f -cjr-.v, :Y .

Therefore- it naturally foi)-lows -that -the htgaheir-t ci of FI,
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ritlljgrn,-, il; to support, the offensive nature of air power

,irI define Lie renter of gravity +or the Air Force commander.

AF1 1 -t lists two primary tactical offensive

miqioun!, tir interdiction (A) and offensive counterair

CUA) . Mv,,.;i uim that are nut primarily offensive in nature

Arw t ,,,ider-ed enabling missions. That is, they are

icre~sary to accomplishment of the basic offensive mission.

Primary tactical enabling missions are; suppression of enemy

air d fnsr, (SEAD) and defensive counterair (DCA). Just as

Air Furce operational commander's have enabling missions, air

irltel Liqen :, also has enabling missions (functional

:oiltio:r , operational analysis, etc) which permit the

principal intellectual task to occur.- - determination and

i r gtitng of. thr center of grav.ity. Air intell igence

drcir-tne must coherently aim the entire intelligence process

at acrrjmplj,-;hnient of this doctrinal goal.

Air intelligence doctrine must be written in the

roritr.t of eA:h (+ the primary air power missions li-sted in

J-A. Curr'..rdl.ny air intelligence doctrine, such as i.t i-s, is-

writftrin primar iUy in terms of the intelligence producti(o3n

cyl-e rathmr than the air power operations it supportz. rh .S

F-r~W mnted cycle must be expre,5sed as a seamless process th.t

fndc arid b lins with operational actions. Further, it muk-t

J TIver Iy -it t-r the t.-mel ir-se -td acCurary rrqt ti-rem nt - r

111voJ I I 1jencio, iri terms -,f eacli of these mi sslioris.

it imnus|t get infor-mat3ri)n to the combat forces in paclhI
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mission area at a speed- that ex:ceeds tha.t of' the torcol-,

engaged and with an acicurary that matcher.~ the accur'Acy of

their, delivery systems. A~ir intalligencri that t it-pOduce(I on

a target after it has already been bombed has tit utidi-1ty.

/LikkeWiSEP it does air power tic) good to stri-ke with he'ad of o

pi-n accuracy if air intelligen~ce cannut provi-do decisive heacd

ofC a pin targets.. History verifies these i~ssertians. Th e

requirement fur air intelligence timeliness im provenh by thle

e-Ample of -Preal i ai-rcra{L sho,.wi-ng upf to bomb nnei~~:r

Eygtian truck convoys. The air initelligence accuracy

requirement i-s verifi-ed by the firmy Air Forcpu WWI 1*Ipe~eI

0+squandering valUabl-e -precision- air poweor reources 4af~

target sets that were--not vulnerabl1e.to precision xt ok,

such as aircraft plants. Positive historicdal experitente

a--so verify- the need for air int-ell1igence- to match t;ho.

timeliness and accurac-y-of air power. Task Forc~e Alph-o in

Southeast Asi-a proved capable -f -providing a near-'rea-1 121 ifin

all source +used intelligence product directly to si~rli+.e

planners. This made it possible for target informaticin lo he~

passed to stri-ke ci-ews. w.hile they were in the air, jor mu i.

in -the highl-y time sensitive air interdi rticln- campaigr'i III

Steel Tiger. The speed of thle available air intelli iencta

,e!ceeded the-Abiity -of air -prawer-to -pjt- -tomb% (Mi. t!. ujqea W-1th-

signi-fican't -payoffs in- -terms of air Fit.)wer ethali ty,. )n WWI1

the~ abi 1-i Lv (A General- Mc-Dona-dWs airi ine-I'tr4i -r1C o~

Lrg-arlzEticin to) providv aCCUrate inrtelIiqurc i the(iuim
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tci 1. -4,:mt.'r 14 gravity matched th. inherent accuracy o+ air

-Itwor" in thal- ura

AIR INTELLIGENCE ARCHITECTURAL PRINCIPLES

I. THE ROLE OF THE SENIOR INTELLIGENCE OFFICER.

,Jut! os it. IS an Air Force principle of war that the

Iuper',. nt.rla: cimmander must have unity of command- of all of

It; ,: a., flJti, il ul ding his enabling assets. it must becomr a

plr J-ic.,ple Lthiat the 3cnior Intelligence Officer commands hi-,

iril~u-in. anset ;. This recognizus the indivisabil-ity -of the

1-1It, i-Lq.ricu., process and it"5 increasingly -operational

IICatV'ro. It x., geinerally recognized that the senior theater-

,r it-. n~miin L~dtons commander" must contr-ol al-1 air

c." t)m9Un i m act I )ons mechanisis, and orequenci-es to- zma:: imi z,

uni.munLcat i.ris+ effiriency. Therefore it i-s logical that tJhe

Senior nllN igence Officer control allI air inte-lligence

mvcnii sma arid iedi a. Likewise just as the theater

ComMuflicaticir commander has a staff rol-e on -the air

commander's staff so must the Sienior Intelligence 04-ficer

play a vital role on the staff. In f-act the Senior

Intelli-gence ]Fficer must be an active peacetime and war-ti-me

- Pru rtr, r in the i r. commander t strategy formulation. li Ehl-s

r holar w Ii. l' iork directly Par the Ai r C)mponent Commander

iii .% thtuitkr. -Gereral McDorald., the Seni r lrit.e J.- - -ence -. .

(1U.f-i (-V- f Lur (:,,MrIV- al Carl. Spaat: 1n the WWl proved the

,iI t ty of, NJi Li; arr, rclneini it. (F, a result o+ ih0i r clise
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t-onsui Lation and hi-gh level o-f mutual trust the iermarn ai-J.

center of gravity was -successfully attac~ed. 'The 1i-ssri wa .

relearned i-n Korea when intel-ligence war, moved out fromi undor

the control o+ operations arid put uinder the direct control af-

the commander shortly after the war began.

2. AIR INTELLIGENCE OPERATIONAL TEAMS. 010e tenir-

Intelligence Nficer is responsible for high level *taff

strategy for-iul at ion-. Theref ore he must have suhorcii n.t:e

optirat-ional teams that provi-de him with intel-i igenci lor

strategy for-mulati-on- At thi-s level, But because of the rapirl

pace- of ai r warf are -these teams must also -interact with

aperati-onal strike planners- near the en-ecttLe level- 64

operations, i-n support of specific Airs Force -missirn area-z-

For exainple -the Senior Intell-igence Officer 's of-fenisve

counterair or air interdict-ion team--may workz direat-ly wi-th

strike planners responsible for those msi-ons. They crijul4J

provide near-real-time data- to -the operat-ional taskirg

authorities -for diverts or strike modificat-ion wi-thin tho-

context of-the overal-l center of gravity strategy of thal ai-r

component Lommander. In other words the A-ir i nte-J-41Aer.-4

team i-s working the -near term war and in the proc~est i -

bui -ding a data base for l ong range- stra~tegy. The -tvimi ifrw~

be Uui-ther Acivi-ded -ad-ong geographir- l4rv__--a taf ar --

Iich-ycompi=--, thieater such- as NATO-. Difl., i n oe gi 'li,(f

thle un-i-ty o f ~owmand -pri iiri-pi n they Inusit bf. Capill 4tj -,%1(

responsi hi 'far al1 -of the furi iional !rtbpG i.s:r

CHO.PT V1 2 IC



PI'-LCIM. ' rn enit- r, product on a specif ic mi ssion area.

fui di I t ar] I I.iysen-v des'~cripti on in~ Chlpter 11 ai- t-e

,Jy ;',~krit. t;lt on.A] fuirti unalist approach of WWII air

iritelLigencie. le prescribed a fix in what he called 'the

"ieam concept" calling for inLelligence teams to be

estabJi-shed, consisting of all the necessary skills to

athiev" the total air intelligence mission. General McDonald

a.ro recognl-od the funtionalist problem and attempted to

CrA(.At' A Furrpean Air Intelligenc-e Command. Both men

r'I.cui nized the ned to make air intelligence a highly

rperatiortal process focused on both near term and long range

$nh'mi n sul+)pprt -ather than the simple creation o+

trit.l iigenc'~ ~4or intell tgence sake.

VERTICAL NATURE OF AIR INTELLIGENCE. Air

1 ut.e 1iqenc .r t.eamS if they are to find the center of gravity

wtthin a snpecific mission area, must be organized in a

vertical literarchy rather than as a series of independent

huor-t-ontai o- qani;-,.ations. This vertical orqani-zatonii-i imt.

,ntai rAi ,nJl I of the tnols nectssary to create a Frcused air

SLcit I iqerict, protJuct. It must be crgani .:ed in a ln erard iit:

1,45l1iiwri with the lower order 'killsq such as phol-o

* i4 ter'lpret'taon, servi ng tho reuiu-i-rements o the higher Iovel

s::il , suih a operational ana]ysis who in turn would serve

s tmruirg b l; L,. g&-ltog anatl-s arid developmunt

(wl'i 1h mLw he ,i,:compltsl-phed jri (_njunction with opwratironal

.r'imrtridti(.rs) st, meri rn ined above all such ,.A r intell i ienc:e
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trnams in- a theater must be stbomrdi riated to the a~ir izzmpaFrilt

ccnander-'s Seni-or Irttell-igence Uf-icer to insure this

vurt1ical continuum provides an All. sourrce product.

Todc.tys horizontal structure whereby collectori

analyst -and tar-guteer are at the same orcgani-zati-onal level

perpetuates the "source focused" appro-itch that -ielutenarlt

Colonel Blackbird and Lieutenant Colonel Eris-sy mertt'-ice in

Vietnam nand Karl -Kayseni tal'ked- about in WWII. All air-

intelligence personnel must be ission focused by -the vor~y

nature of their organization.

The horizontal -approach al-so. diffuses r&osponsibility

for providing focused intelligence. No one in air

intell-igence can -be he-d- responsiblecfar specificafly ricit

providin' informati-on to- the air inrterdicti-on campaign4, for

ex~ample, since no one is- uniquely -responsible for that

campaign--or more- importanitl-y commandsi al~l of the tool-v

necessary to accomplish the- mission. li-storical-ly thie

collector is rewarded for "interpreting X miles of flm"nl or

"analyzing X number of signals"' rather than providinrg a

produAct that has direct operational relevance. UntJ3

institutionial re-wards that spring from ass uperational-ly

focused organizati-onal team are created thlts "li tel.Ii gerice

f-or intell igencii" sake mbtality- will perslot.

4C AIR INTELLIGENCE ORGAN1ZATIONS ARE KNOWLEDGE

RAPED. Air iintell-igence ks dif-ferent than- any nther- Air

Force orgartiiat-4,on. It is simil-ar- -in some re~pc(_tsi 't:, a
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re~dar oryatiization since it is responsible for processing

hiq h] y abst.%(.tt real-time data and characterizi-nq tha n.Ature

%nd rcloVaUIce oF that dat-a. But in real-ity it must procesE.

muchF moure data,1 cont~aining a higher degree of ambigquity and

from a wider vAriety of sources than a radar si-te. -In this

iu~'i'~tit is similar to an Air Force- reseiarch- organizat-ion

iii i hat it drin.A deal intelectual-ly with- vast amounts of data
FrUrnm o widr' varic-Ly of mourcs Btiis als Uh

di4ferent than a research organizzati-xi in that it has to

r ~pd~ypr-re-rr, the data and 'Focus it against specific

r'iquirements. Air intel-ligence can best-be-characterized as

what. Petor Drucker calls a "knowledge- orgarization. "(1I:,450)

As Druc ker exp l-ai ns knowl-edge- organizations contain

iiiherent para.,doxes. This is bec-ause- they- contai-n two. axes:

"A functional one managing the man And -hi-s knowledge; another

ane the~ team. managing work iind task.- -Senone way., this-,

unidermines Lhe functional priticipie ard- destroys i-t. Seen

anuther way, it saves the furictiorial pri-n-Ciple and- makes it

fuilly o'f+Lartive." (1:570) It requi-res4 as-Drucker, points

to
out, u Atrony pr o.f essional leadership.

In the warld of air -intel-ligence -this means a l-eader

c-apiable of dosaling with a variety -of technvical 'functi-onal

skillts, ma;imizing the potentiLal. of each-withi-n the cante-t

iJ'r A holirtic- team approach. fhi9 10666F Aust not bfiiy

Atuderstanni the various functi-onal outputs but must lead a

(-.hat IJt. rmi create a iiew hoh sti-c product ouit af, the mnry
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diciplines arnd- media that he leads. Ririal Iy ho, must inu~.irro

his e2ntire 1.eam is cognizant of the overriddirig need to1 AiM

this product at a specific operational pbjective

def inition of an -attackable -center of gravi-ty. OUnce he f ind1'

this center of gravity he must sell it- to his operatiuiia

c3Lntor part. Complicating this prorce-as is the r -rei-tirow

nahtre of the task. air intelligence is- diji-fteent Wnd i t' !

leAd-er-s maist be different; -capable of walking in %ev-ra1J

wrlds--at once.. -attacking both aperational- and intedt-ertmai

tasks-, and doing- -it all at A. break-nec, -pace. Onl-4 few -Air-

intelligenc'.e leaders have even recognized this inh rrerit

paradox -- men suich as McDonAld, 'tri-antafelL14, Enni., Perant-S

-- much less caused-4ubstant-ive architectural changev t o

accomodate the paradox.

PERSONNEL AND-TRAINING PRINCIPLES8

1. HIERARCHY OF SKILLS. Leaders-must bte grocnie

within -the context -of a skill1-1 ladder that goes from simiple W~

complex. The rough equivalent of the .operatioril- gre)Wth

pattern of pilot, fli-ght lead, various command and- staff

positions at wing and higher -head quarterth eventua-1-y leadinq

to, wing command- And general off icer Fdta- -the very hemtl of the

opera7torS.

A simi-lar air intelligence of~Fi(er progrv.SuLir Lad4Uer

might start with- supervi-si-oh of a col-lecztion int~erprptrAt.'Ir

team subunit within a particular missican- arva. -Fr )( .,ampJ o~
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.''.~evtsunof atrrmen and NCO photo interpreters or 6SIG1NT

I r~nfi lt. imai jy~atm on- the offensive -counterair team. 14Z t-he

*~,r nte lcioceleAder is sLtt-:essful at *i:hi-F, task nexct

ci''h :auld move on to supervision of a more hi ghly skil-led

otir-mr.n/NCO tLo-im charged with simple fusion of all source

Jinte0ligenrce data within a mission area. A third step in the

pi 3r~is OloI~dder wou~ld be SUpervision of a more, h i--ghl y

* I I iI ewi nr NCC/oficer- team performing -operational

AI -M~ sonv thL2 PHAGswd product. If the oiper-ationl arl,,ys-s

wtv; in S~UPPOrt Uf the air inter-diction missi-an area i-t woultd

urri~j~,,of .1 trs of+ communication studies., second- echel-on

0 r-3r of: battle determination, etc. The fourtflv step- -wcou~ld-fh

Largtoting ariAlysi-v. within the :o:nte:,.i of a sfeciflic nssdon-

arwa, wjay ort a suppression u+ enemy air defenses teamn. -with;

the enid gual ofr selacting mission area centers of gravit:y.

Implicit in this analysis is the requirement to -perform high

order analysit-. of Future courses of enemy action- and- liely

ersniy reactiojns to Air Frri air strikes. If an- of-f-i'cer- hast"

the j nte I1Icc Lutal equi pment, to perform thi s task then Jbe/s-,he

LOUld be upgraded further to m~upervi-sion- of such an-efFfort.

AQ A 1Upiurvi sor of+ the mi ssi on area targeti nq effoart _,they

woiuld1 be r-enpoisi bie for inrteracting with operational

Iularnturi ini clting strike pl-anning and strategi-Zing, withi-n thleJ

tLU1IIl Sem clf the' mission area. The fi-fth step in -the process

WoJuld tie bruad cLampaiqn targeting- Analysis of -all of --the

mnhi-iot5~n area~j Lo se]lect t:pecific -c:ampaign centers of .grkvity,.
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The very b.,-;t off-icers would move oii to supervi sion ,o this

effort and inter-action wi-th air component commanders cit hrsad

campign strategy. This would likely be a genera) of-fix-er

posi ti or.

An air intelligence officer's trip up the

hierarchica] ladder could be punctuated by i-nt elliqence, slaH

ur career broadening tours. An advantage of the hi-erarchical

concept is a set of measurable upgrade standards for moving

from one r-tnq of -the ladder to the next. The ijpgrade procc.,s

used in Air Force operations could serve aF4 a modei-L. hi,-s

utpgrade approach i-s in conceri: with the i ncr easinql-y

-operationaJ nature of tite Air inte!-!igence procuta.

2. THE NEED FOR FUSION EDUCATION. Li oH t-1 ,r ,.

to lead in t.his operational enviornment and move tip --t't?

hierarchical ladder they wil have -to master the tntr1L'AC.ai-'

o the -many intei iigence Functiunal areas and hir ForIte'

mission areas. In affect they mlust become "ft.itn-. t." I C

aid i-n this effort periodic training in the art: o I- fusit nr

hol i.stic air intel-ligence will prove bene,-cial..

-In r-eal-ity this wi-11 probably prove to Ie ffie

education than training, since rt -wi.1-l li-kely corv i.rt of

teaching understanding and "approach" rather than rote dui't-.

T-re' tc*achi-aiq -tehni-que- -might .canwsiit -nf .computer a.it.tl..

.nteracti:vP r ase s'tudie.s of potent-i-al real world i-ri ta. I o:¢r

si.tuati-os. Such a course might be s.ibti tutud f-or i.,i-

current Irtl.I Laigence Sta.ff Oftic-er's Course mentlolied Jrt
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Ch ulapi :' I .[ .

h, (A )t se Lloal would be to -Form of " irers :apable q) f

.ieein( the wnr-Jd with a new geometry --. holistical.ty. In

u:sherio to qive them McDonald's or Triantafellu's world view,

uprlIA d. Mostt. importantly it would provide them with the

tCooLts to lead those that work for them to operate in the

.ntext of the thJs world' view. The ultimate goal would be

to provide them with the ability to explain, in clear- terms,

tht, enhanced holistic products they are producing to

operat:i i al commanders. Thus giving air intelligence leaders

the al)ility to "sell" center of -gravity information. Air

intelliience -must do a better job than it has in the past (:I

providing a complete and- r-igorrosly qeveloped product.. To

or-romp.iih this v t must devel rp it's people through tral-nirny

-ind hierarchical screening.

3. NEED FOR CONTINUITY. Air intelligence must also

tLv i-t:s future leaders sufficiert time to develop eir

basir. techn lcll zkil-s. The great -Air Force operational

. ,.' ders -- paatz, LeMay, Brown -- were well grounded' rn a

tru.nic )por-aLiaal ski i. area such as strategic

bombardment. This base of technical expertise was a

0 tier ivsary ,pri-nyboard to their, maturation as leoader-s. "rthy

wore qivera the time to become functional technical experts

Welcre tthwy ru-se to va-dershtiIl ,f a wide variety of tsJiA-V------

ar-r.,,'%s, Li -'ewise air intelligence personnel must be given the

imr to develop basic techni-cal skills in a functioral area
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pr-i-or to bc4-Lirq moved to lteadership- positions. Whilp air

intpligetce Lends to do this with its airrnon -who graw into

ski-l-led nrjramrisioned off-icersvi it genorally f-a-us t~o do~ s

with its officers. Therefore they -don-t have a -baslc-

foundation upon- which to build.

The "fusionist" would r-iso -out a+ the basic tehi-a-1

skil11 areas; p~hoto intell1i-gence, human- i rit el I i qenhce, I- 1 IF rl7s

intelligence, technical -intel-1igence, -through aperational

i ntuligence posi-ti ons and- +f iiAlly to- f tvsion- -positiriri.

Not onl-y would he be the- tvighest order- thinker in- the

vert-ical heir-archy but hte -Would al-so tirve as thtu top) loVr

supervisor of the team i-n-the area -in--which he i-s worlinq.

THE NEED FOR DOCTRINE

Ther e are hopeful si-gnis thuat the Air Force -has

recognized the -need for many of the -doctr-inal -chaniqe,.

suggested here.. Architectura] [y f-or e,,ample, at ttie

Strategic Ai r Command the 544th !trateqlic:TtJzzJnEW-l

is -taking steps, to I'vitica-s o rganiz-at-i-on -to moo~rt

the new demand!s of- the Soviet strateilic ob-ile-threat. r

the- United States Air Forces in Eur-upe the 01:14i 4Thr

Intelligi-nce recently created the 7455th Tactical

I1-tl-li~eht? Win'g in an iittempt '

arid- Lterre Ec'r meet the requi remerits of rleri11ip M ti-C~

at t. P,

New air- i-ntel igence traininq -procedires ar.-' a.'~ ,(I bol-ici
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1 rui,ti utud vilit ch prtuse to dr amaticallIy xmprove a~n o-f I i. rer s

propm,~ alI.j-on in) sr4rve Lhe -nee~dt (.)+o air ptow*er Reportedl-y new

to.enrr dri-vri erci-se based practicai -training is- bei ny

devi-,ed. 1 hr et. progri~ms known as SENTINEL -ASPEN SEN VINFUL

DIG(~HT and iSi11 INEL CONCHEJ are being devised to upgrade tho

uiO.ir~e trairitrig- process.

Theme archttectural and -training steps are indeed

pr-umtutiuq bUt they are unike'ty to substanti ally ch-ange 1IS3AW

(.)It- int~rl licrnCU unleVSS they are under wr it Len with A

hj-'%torjiAly validated air intelligence doctrine-. The very

process rj+ arr tying- at -a new -doctrine -cart have a Sa-Ilutory

v+-fect. an the air intel-ligence community. It cart cause long

~tiing-pr-ublerns to- be address-ed- and resolved- and a

ttr~i-sto bv dleveloped. The -effort wiAl require

-vttrauwr dinar'y t-adership skil-1 is, particularly an the part of'

leaders in 1--he 'funct-ional orgianizations which will be most

rofrt~tiindl y el-fected by A coherent, hi storicailly valid

dou tri .no. l11.0, 11A11% a corusensulz -for such a majo.-r change- wil.

GOl- on t'h.' Shoul der' -, of the Ai r Force- oper-ationial 1 uacler",

-vo wil t botj - and hiave been, most sigri+ 1 brAintly effected by

tr 1it ioclli-i jp i 1-)rrduats. fhery, in conucert; with the (ILttJt

1 ir vohtt.-d ()f air- inrte] 1igenau lIeader-s -- tod-',Ays Mt.Dnnal ck

imit review IHm. hard. iusmaors of tho past and- take, d-E-c:i :,iv-

-itLiq -for thtrrym . Emt -LIhis r-r cE-SS haS toc Uvrgin WiLth
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CHAPTER VI NOTES

1-. -Drucker, Peter F. Mnagement. New Yrkr: lar pr,~ e,

Row, Publ1. ishers. 1974.
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CHA~PTER VII C tONCLUSION

Air powor doMtrt nal theoL .sts +romn Ilothet On Iia-ve

m-Iti-Axr. 1 oicid 1,.e fuindamental requirement to i dentify Ell. enp"m's

tcn1c u+ ( Ilr'il-y as the fi rst step i± ai-r war-ftare. Yet ' hc

Amtn-icen Mi- r I ra#s, ini every war they hAvu +-ought, havu.

foi Led toj !Bmwcessfi .Ly take this vital firs:, step. Ats a

(I rHmtrec t they have repeatedlIy squandered valuable -ai.r

gL~~r esurte~.-ft is very 1 i kuly t~hat in the next air war

M e I Init-ed !-)ates iAir Force -figchts it wil.H make thi-s -sai-e

t-rror ag~ain, ttnlos it crea.:tes a viabie ai-r intelligence-

*qIl~ ~tsi-c. pm'r- ft-r thle cruc-ji,%1 task -of tracing- the -enemy F,

oehrrf qratvi ty to a (jecis.,ve point.

I'ite fiia'-:J sbtniI the Air F'orce must take towards this

ob!) t( I j yr- j creati (JO of a doctrine whichl reta-tes air

titnL 1I-icqencc 1Vo air power. (Joce thi-s is AccamplisheJ -then- a

*-I.lohlo ui miat i oral .archi- ctture and coherent persormu

mi lr ii pol ici es cart bt- esti.abiished.

litt 1. ,ilivir has chruria Lif tr he hi satory of ca-r-

1n -1 11 I li tIf-t' H -umn it:', bxrLu~h ib j World War 1I, H trough jit

hi(I r wA L-wr in.'r t. dur i og te o I ci r.antwagr agari is -bermniry 1-r,

Wi- I i IWito 11, t~o thue dat 1:. day!s- uaF Kobrea and- Vietnagi Mhe

*0li -ur~',adI ~r have been -(,roea Led i-n each camI iir a1--

, 11,11,-i w- ~ ti I- ta irmuL I, gi cm 1:1i, and an c unprep arcld izr mU rv- itj

djilrw i tic- '-;Li cmq ii; om- I 4Ii!~] e Gcnera]. I'hchold in Mur J r War

I ~~~~ ~ ~ ~M I-IN, I 'I1V riF IIFL



I I and General 'rr-iantaf el'lu i n Vi stnam had- -to make do -with

what they had. Young of f icor% li :e- Carl Kysen, Ji~n Ehoiey

and David Blarkbird each saw the perils of a- murce- FOCLtsod

i-nte) ligencp Architecture and provi-ded i insight.i on ho.-w to {<iHx

the probl-em. Its up~ to todays generation- of -operat-ional and-

i-ntelligence leaders to learn from- the hard lesson5 of- their

predecessors .-;nd- fi-x the long stnding air irntelligunce

problems before the next air war otarts.
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